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Abstract 
In light of events during the 1990s concerning youth and violent crime (most 
notably the murder of James Bulger and more recently, the murder of 
headteacher Philip Lawrence), this study is an attempt to describe and explain 
violent offending by young men and women. It draws on the Home Office 
Youth Lifestyles Survey dataset, which comprises a nationally representative 
core sample of 1721, with a minority ethnic booster sample of 808 females 
and males between the ages of 14 and 25 years. 
The study included a review of theories on delinquent and violent offending, 
focusing most specifically on the social disorganisation and anomie 
perspectives, class-based theories, differential association and control 
theories. This study of offending, in addition to running comparisons between 
variables as predictors of violence, also attempted an explanation of the 
context in which violent activities occurred: who the offenders were with at the 
time of the offences, where the offences occurred and the possible 
relationship between violent offending and violent victimisation. The final aim 
of the study was to model violent offending against non-violent offending to 
investigate whether those factors increasing the likelihood of violence also 
increased the likelihood of non-violent offending, and how this tied in with the 
aforementioned theories of youth offending. 
This data on youth lifestyles had not been previously studied in depth 
regarding violent offences, thus this report provides new findings of interest to 
the research community. The study also afforded the opportunity to 
investigate other possible factors related to violent involvement, for example 
regarding attachment to families and schools, peer group influences, the 
presence of alcohol and drugs, and the possible effects of masculinities. The 
validity of the self-report survey method was also addressed alongside a 
discussion of officially recorded criminal statistics. 
xii 
On the whole it was observed that, despite some variation between males and 
females, some key factors emerged as being associated with both violent and 
non-violent offending in a multivariate analysis: age, truancy, delinquent 
associates, and extreme intoxication. Additionally for males, violent 
victimisation and carrying weapons were also found to be closely linked. 
This study shows that whilst the correlates of violence were quite similar to the 
correlates of non-violent offending in the logistic regression models, there 
were also some interesting differences. For males, having a partner or ex- 
partner in trouble with the police was found to significantly increase the odds 
of involvement in violence, but had no significant effect on non-violent 
offending. For females, spending time amongst mixed sex groups significantly 
increased the odds of non-violent but not violent offending. 
These findings were generally in line with a number of delinquency theories, 
(particularly control theory) and showed that all of the theories contributed in 
some way towards the explanation of youthful violence but none of them 
adequately explained it on its own. It was not entirely clear what effects 
masculinities or cultures of masculinity may have had on violence for young 
people in this sample although some variables did point toward some sort of 
gendered (for example, through the carrying of weapons) or differential 
association (in the form of bonds with delinquent peers) effect. 
This study contributes to the wider debate around violence - its links with other 
forms of offences (delinquency specifically in this instance), specialisation in 
violence, and considers conceptual problems with defining 'violence', 'youth' 
and 'mascullinity'. This study also utilised polytomous logistic models to 
compare violent to non-violent offenders in a theory driven quantitative 
analysis in an attempt to integrate the theoretical dimensions. 
xiii 
Chapter 1. Introduction 
Torn of Frustration" (James, 199 1). 
The subject of youth crime and increasing violence has been a major concern 
of recent social and political debates, but has most often been understood in a 
wider psychological context. When sociology has analysed violence it has 
focused on 'masculinity', the reproduction of parental attitudes and actions, 
and victimisation, but largely treated each of these issues separately. 
This study aimed to bring some of these ideas together, and to establish 
(through the use of multivariate analysis) whether violence can be seen to be 
influenced by multiple 'background' factors, some of which may also explain 
more general non-violent offending (i. e. criminal delinquency). The data 
analysis is couched within the wider discussion of delinquency and violence 
theories, to see how far the theories reflected the findings from the data 
analysis. 
Youth and Crime 
Young people have been blamed for many ills over the centuries (Pearson, 
1983). From petty theft and general hooliganism, through to acts of violence 
and homicide, the young (and often their parents) have had to bear much 
accusation. Why are people so preoccupied with youth crime, and are youth 
solely to blame? 
Historically, the young have been viewed within a frame of wildness, of 
needing to be tamed and controlled (Aries, 1962). More recently this view has 
come under criticism and the idea that there exists one childhood to which 
every young person should conform has been refuted. Many researchers in 
the area of youth, agree that there does not exist one childhood, just as there 
does not exist one youth (James & Prout (eds. ), 1990). There are 
commonalities between young individuals although they are not all the same. 
Some are motivated by certain things, like power, for example, whilst for 
I 
others this is not so. It is this 'difference' in the human condition that makes 
the study of violence so complicated, yet so interesting. 
The Impetus Behind the Thesis 
My personal interest in violence stems from my own experiences, and those 
of people known during my childhood and adolescence. Living as a member 
of a marginalised group in London in the 1970s sometimes put me in direct 
contact with violence during that time. During the mid to late 80s, as I was 
developing personal and political beliefs, it became clearer to me that despite 
my own feelings that violence was wrong, I felt that I wanted to 'act out' 
aggressively. I believe (in retrospect) that this was through frustration and 
anger, but that wasn't all. I knew people who (I felt) had greater reason for 
acting in such a destructive way than others, but yet did not commit acts of 
violence. On the other hand, there were people, who for no apparent reason, 
acted violently. This, in my own eyes was not influenced by class, or by ethnic 
group, despite what others around were saying at the time. 
During the early nineties, the murders of James Bulger and Philip Lawrence 
by young people reignited my interest, and I once again began asking the 
same old questions. What causes acts of violence, and are young people 
solely to blame? 
Young People and Crime 
In 1992, the Home Office Research and Planning Unit (RPU) commissioned a 
survey of young people to be carried out as part of a study of offending 
patterns and desistance from offending. This study was published as the 
Home Office 'Young People and Crime Survey' (HORS 145, later referred to 
as the Youth Lifestyles Survey) and the quantitative analysis for the present 
research is a secondary analysis of that dataset. 
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Core Assumptions 
One of my core assumptions before writing the thesis is that all people are 
equal in terms of both their worth and their moral capacities, and that in only a 
very small proportion of cases, are people actually predisposed towards 
violence. Violent behaviour (like most other forms of behaviour) in other 
words, is learned behaviour. 
I take the view, however value laden, that violence is unnecessary in 'modern' 
(even Postmodern/late modern - Callinicos, 1989) society. My starting point 
was my own experiences of violence in the 1970s-80s, from which I learned 
that violence is not an essential part of society, that it is no longer required for 
social control, and that there are indeed alternatives to violence. Recent 
events in South Africa (in terms of the Truth Commission), and to a lesser 
extent in Northern Ireland, regarding conciliation have reminded us that 
mediation and conflict resolution can, and do have a place in these 'modern' 
societies. 
Aims and Focus of the Thesis 
This research seeks out answers to the following specifics: 
To provide an estimate (using the Young People and Crime/YLS data) of 
violent and public order offending by 14 to 25 year olds broken down by age, 
ethnic group, sex, and socio-economic status, and to look at the context of 
violence: where and with whom violent acts occur. 
Also, to look in detail at the correlates of violence, focusing specifically on 
those that are the strongest and most robust (for example family, school, peer 
group factors, violent victimisation, the use of alcohol and drugs), and as part 
of this to investigate the possibility of a link between being the victim of a 
violent offence and being a violent offender. 
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The final aim of the thesis is to see to what degree factors predicting violent 
offending also predict non-violent offending more generally, and how these 
findings tie in with relevant delinquency and violence theories. 
The underlying aim of the study is to get a bigger picture of violence by young 
people, to recontextualise it within the wider discourse of delinquency and to 
try to understand the reasons why some young people are drawn to commit 
violent and public order offences, whilst many others are not. 
The Organisation of the Thesis 
The thesis is composed of four core areas: Literature review, Methodology, 
Analysis, and Discussion. These are contained within five chapters, outlined 
below. 
Literature Review (Chapter 2) 
Moving on from the introductory description of some of the key concepts used 
in the thesis (Chapter 1), the literature review provides a description and 
comparative discussion of the core criminological delinquency perspectives, 
along with relevant perspectives of violence. The literature review places the 
issue of youth violence within the wider delinquency debate, which will later 
be explored quantitatively as part of the multivariate analysis, where violent 
offending models are compared to (non-violent) criminal delinquency related 
models, to see whether those factors relating to youth violence are also 
related to criminal delinquency. In addition to a discussion of the core 
delinquency theories, attention is also paid to other emergent theories on 
violence, like the 'violence begets violence' hypothesis, and the views put 
forward in Lonnie Athens' (1997) 'Violent Criminal Acts and Actors Revisited'. 
Methodology (Chapter 3) 
The methodological chapter describes the research instrument used in the 
original Youth Lifestyles Survey (YLS), as well as other pertinent aspects of 
the survey, including sampling, sample representativeness and weighting. 
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This is followed by a discussion of the self-report method, the survey method 
used for the YLS, as well as a discussion of officially recorded criminal 
statistics (ORCS). ORCS are the baseline source often used to provide 
information on the state of the health of the nation, in terms of the numbers of 
crimes committed in England and Wales during a given reporting period. 
The methodology goes on to report non-completion results from the survey, 
and discusses the representativeness of the survey's respondents in relation 
to the wider youth population. The final section of the methodology refers 
specifically to the main statistical methods used in the thesis, providing an 
overview to multivariate analysis using multinomial logistic regression in 
SPSS. 
First Analysis Chapter (Chapter 4) 
The first analytical chapter provides a brief description of the YLS sample in 
terms of some key demographic and personal characteristics, such as age, 
sex, ethnic group and socio-economic status. A bivariate analysis of these 
factors with violent offending is undertaken to investigate whether there are 
any statistically significant differences between groups contained within these 
factors. 
A more detailed bivariate analysis of violent offending follows, comparing 
rates of violent offending across a range of factors including: background, 
lifestyle, offending and victimisation. The first analysis chapter also contains 
information on age of onset of offences, the situational context of the violent 
incidents, and looks at the issue of specialisation in violent offending. This first 
chapter provides the basis of the selection of the key variables used in the 
multivariate analysis to describe violent and non-violent offending (chapter 5). 
Second Analysis Chapter (Chapter 5) 
The second analysis chapter focuses specifically on the multivariate analysis 
of offending, comparing overall offending models to violent offending models 
for males and females, to investigate whether the background factors 
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explaining violent offending also explain criminal delinquency more generally. 
The chapter summarises the key findings from the previous chapters 
alongside the theoretical discussion of young adult offending, to see 
convergences and divergences between the results from the data analysis 
and the theoretical positions described in the literature review. 
Conclusions (Chapter 6) 
The concluding chapter reflects upon the study, summarising the key findings, 
and attempts to raise itself beyond the aetiological theories discussed in the 
rest of the thesis, and to provide some avenues of risk-focused violence 
prevention. This also incorporates a discussion of some areas for further 
research. 
The Research Problem 
Violence by young people has been a subject of much debate over the last 
few decades, and has been researched widely, particularly in the USA. The 
problem with much of this research is that it has been led primarily by 
psychologists and psychological approaches, with relatively little attention 
given to alternative sociological approaches. This generates a somewhat 
skewed picture of youth violence, influenced by impulsivity, emotional, 
individual, biological and genetic factors. That is not to say that these 
approaches have not added to our understanding of youth violence, but that 
the sociological approaches may add further information which these 
disciplines may have difficulty researching (e. g. the social backgrounds of 
offenders). 
There is an added difficulty with drawing too many conclusions about violence 
in England & Wales from US findings alone, because of a differing legal 
framework, most notably regarding the high prevalence of legally condoned 
handgun ownership in the USA. 
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Regarding Concepts 
None of the concepts pertaining to the question of why violent events occur 
have been fully explored, particularly the interplay of various factors on violent 
offending. It is one of the aims of this research to recontextualise violent 
offending, and understanding the previously mentioned interplay of variables 
will go some way towards this recontextualisation. 
Regarding other key concepts, there is still no clear definition of violence. 
Different researchers seem to be studying violence using (often slightly) 
different definitions. Violence is a much wider term than some research might 
suggest, encompassing both sexual and emotional abuse as well as more 
traditional views of violence (i. e. physical viol ence against the person). 
There is also no clear definition of 'youth'. Like violence, different researchers 
take differing perspectives as to what 'youth' means. For some it has to do 
with responsibility, maturity and the transition to adulthood, whereas for others 
it focuses itself around chronological age. This research also provides an 
opportunity to reposition definitions of 'youth', as a combination of the two 
previously mentioned views on the concept. 
Since the majority of violent offences appear to be committed by males, the 
idea of 'masculinity' is another concept often used in relation to violence. As 
with the term 'youth', masculinity is a wholly contested concept. It will be 
interesting to see how this research on youth violence fits in with newer 
definitions of masculinities (e. g. multiple masculinities), or gendered aspects 
of crimes. 
Perspectives 
Because the questions posed in the YLS questionnaire were largely informed 
by the control perspective, possibly the most dominant theoretical outlook 
used in western contemporary policy creation and analysis regarding young 
people, there is a heavy skew in this direction. Naturally, this will need to be 
borne in mind when interpreting the findings from the multivariate analysis. 
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Victimisation 
This study allows for violent victimisation to be investigated as a correlate of 
violence in both a bivariate and multivariate analysis, and to see whether 
violent victimisation acts as a predictor of violent offending, once the effects of 
other background factors have been accounted for as part of the logistic 
regression analysis. 
Environmental and Group Effects 
The author is interested in finding out how and to what extent violent actions 
by young people are influenced by the actions or presence of others. What is 
the possible interaction between lifestyle variables, demographic 
characteristics, group effects and violence. Are some groups of people more 
likely to be involved in violence, and why might this be the case? Is this due to 
living in a context (geographical or otherwise) that might lead one to have to 
act in such a way so as to stay alive? These were some of the questions 
arising as the literature was being reviewed. 
So what makes this particular research different from any others? 
Firstly, the absence of national data (prior to the YLS) regarding violent 
offending has been addressed by this study. National data is available, and 
will continue to be available through subsequent sweeps of the YLS. 
The first Youth Lifestyles Survey (Graham and Bowling, 1995) was specifically 
designed to elicit information about offending and desistance from offending, 
in addition to estimating the extent of offending by young people'. It is one of 
the most comprehensive national youth lifestyles surveys ever carried out in 
this country, and is therefore of great use to the research community. This 
particular study builds on the foundations of the first sweep, looking 
specifically at the issue of violence, its context and correlates. 
1 This was followed up by the second Youth Lifestyles Survey (Flood-Page et al. 2000) which although 
still investigating the extent of youth offending, on this occasion 
looked less at desistance from 
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Finally, In terms of ethnic group analyses, past research has been hindered 
by the collection of data where minority ethnic groups were present in such 
small numbers, that non-significant results were inevitable. Also, in some 
research, in an effort to produce statistically significant results, ethnic group 
categories have been collapsed, thus hiding any differences that may have 
existed between these culturally distinct groups. The presence of the booster 
sample allows for statistically significant comparisons to be made across 
these ethnic groups, with a minimum of category collapsing. 
Central Ideas and Concepts of the Thesis 
In this section, four core concepts are discussed: 'youth', 'violence', 
'delinquency' and 'masculinity. It is necessary for these concepts to be 
described to set the frames of reference for what follows throughout the rest 
of the study. 
'Youth' 
One of the first difficulties with understanding youth or young adult offending 
is how we, as researchers, clarify the meaning of the term 'youth' or 'young 
adults'. For some, including the Concise Oxford Dictionary (9th ed., 1995: 
1627), the term 'youth' evokes meanings of: 
" the state of being young; the period between childhood and adult age. 
" the vigour or enthusiasm, inexperience or other characteristic of this 
period. 
" an early stage of development etc. 
"a young person (especially male). 
" young people collectively. 
A problem arises, as Frith (1984) points out, when we try to make these 
definitions more precise. For the term 'youth', age is often used to clarify its 
offending than the first study did. The second sweep utilised computer aided self-completion 
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meaning. owever, not everyone behaves the same way at the same age. 
For example, the peak age of offending varies across respondents. For males 
it is a few years above that for females, indicating that a maturation (or 
straight age) effect differential may also be present, and that there exist 
differences by gender. This obviously complicates definitions. Despite this, it 
would be difficult to deny that youth is inextricably linked with chronological 
age. 
Unlike the term 'youth', the term 'young adult' is somewhat easier to describe. 
It may be used to describe someone who is around the age of legal maturity 
but who is not necessarily seen as a fully fledged member of adult society. 
This has been specified (for the purposes of this study) as persons between 
the ages of 14 and 25 years. Indeed, this chronological definition of age/youth 
may be part of the problem for young people - the problem of being 
chronologically adult, whilst not necessarily having the rights and 
opportunities that are seen to go with it. 
Frith (1984) states that 
"'Youth', in other words, describes aspects of people's social 
position which are an effect of their biological age but not 
completely determined by it. If, for example, the end of youth is 
marked by our own taking on an adult role - marriage and children, 
work and a career, our own household - then people stop being 
young at a great variety of ages ... For us, youth is not simply an 
age group, but the social organisation of an age group" (Frith, 
1984: 2). 
Frith goes on to say that while it is easy to distinguish children and adults, "it 
is less straightforward to differentiate young people from either. Young people 
begin not to be treated like children, begin to take on adult responsibilities, 
but this transition from child to adult doesn't happen evenly and is full of 
contradictions" (Frith, 1984: 2). For Frith, the best way to conceptualise 'young 
people' is in terms of dependency and responsibility. 
In terms of the transition to adulthood, 'youth' may be used as a term to 
describe the movement between 'childhood' and 'adulthood. There are 
interviewing, against paper assisted personal interviewing as used in the first sweep. 
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already problems with using this conceptual i sation, since childhood probably 
means childhoods, just as adulthood probably means adulthoods 
Bourdieu (1993), also acknowledges the problem of defining youth, indicating 
that the frontier between youth and age is being fought over in all societies. 
Using historical data, he argues that classification by age always means 
imposing limits and producing an order to which each person must keep 
(1993: 94). In short Bourdieu argues that 'youth' is socially constructed. 
In relation to the social construction of 'youth', Bourdieu (1993) remarks: 
"... merely talking about 'the young' as a social unit, a constituted 
group, with common interests, relating these interests to a 
biologically defined age, is in itself an obvious manipulation. At the 
very least one ought to analyse the differences between different 
categories of 'youth', or, to be brief, at least two types of 'youth'. 
For example, one could systematically compare the conditions of 
existence, the labour market, the time management etc., of 'young 
people' who are already in work, and of adolescents of the same 
(biological) age who are students... In other words, it's an 
enormous abuse of language to use the same concept to 
subsume under the same term social universes that have 
practically nothing in common ... Having said that, the 'two youths' 
are simply two opposing poles, the two extremes of a space of 
possibilities offered to young people" (Bourdieu, 1993: 95-96). 
Additionally, for young people, a difficulty exists where they possess more 
responsibility than children, but are still dependent on adults for financial and 
(often) emotional support. It is also in this state of limbo that 'youth' exists. 
Also, to be young is partly circumscribed by legal definitions. At age 10 a child 
can be held responsible for a crime in England and Wales (in Scotland the 
age of criminal responsibility is 8 years). At 12 you can be eligible for a secure 
training order, at 15 you can be sent to a remand centre or Young Offender 
Institution, and at 18 you can be tried in a magistrates court (see also Muncie, 
1999: 41 and 255, for further details). 
As the law changes (for example with the lowering of the voting age from 21 
to 18) so do our definitions of 'youth'. This is an important point to note, as it 
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shows the dynamism or malleability of the term 'youth' and how it can change 
over time. Frith (1984) suggests that the law decides when people are 
capable of certain actions "but does not compel us to accept adult 
responsibilities" (Frith, 1984: 5). For example, most people in this country tend 
to get married, if ever, after the time where it is legally permissible to get 
married, indicating a differential or gap between the stricter legal, and the 
more loosely termed social definitions of adulthood. 
Frith (1984) relates the concept of dependence to societal institutions: the 
family; education; work, and leisure. It is in these fields that 'youth' and 
'dependence' are studied by Frith. 
Family 
Regarding the 'family', Frith sees 'youth' as a position in the family where 
individuals become less dependent on other family members than they were 
before. The overriding assumption is that the child will grow up, take on board 
family responsibilities of their own, and leave home. It is this shape that the 
transition to adulthood takes within the family. 
Education 
For education, it is a slightly different matter. Although the route through 
school, from first year to school leaving can be said to form a transitional 
phase (in the sense that their responsibilities in school change as one gets 
older), it is also the only place where people of the same age are given a 
common experience (in Frith's words) 'formally' (1984: 3). 
Work 
In the work sphere being a 'youth' can be considered a hindrance. Frith 
observes that younger members of staff tend to command lower wages, and 
are more often expected to undertake employment under less stable working 
conditions. Frith (1984) believes this is because it is assumed that they still 
live with their parents or have no dependants to care for. Given the numbers 
of people (not defined as young or youth) who choose to remain at home for 
financial reasons, and the numbers of young people who try to go it alone 
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during the early stages of adulthood (around the age of 16) this assumption 
appears flawed. Also, young people fairly new to their jobs tend to receive 
apprenticeship rates of pay, lower than permanent members of staff, 
compounded by a lower national minimum wage. In terms of a resentment 
hypothesis, is it inequalities like these which might increase young people's 
chances of engaging in deviant lifestyles or activities? 
Some interesting stereotypes abound in images of working youth. For 
example, it is sometimes assumed that young staff are lazy, underperforming, 
and unreliable (Frith, 1984: 3). 
Leisure 
Frith sees youth culture as also being closely linked with leisure activities. felt 
is how young people enjoy themselves (with clothes and music and dancing 
and hanging about) that makes them a distinct social group, and so most 
sociology of youth is, in fact, a sociology of youth leisure" (Frith 1984: 4). One 
question arising from this is why are leisure and youth linked? Frith feels that 
this is because it is in their free time that young people most visibly behave 
independently, and express 'non-adult tastes and values' (Frith, 1984). 
As well as the transition from dependence to independence, there also exists 
the issue of taking on new responsibilities. As Frith points out, the time of 
youth is when individuals are continually taking on new responsibilities around 
things like homework, housework and employment. 
In concluding this section on 'youth', it can be seen that young people are 
expected to mature, and it is something to do with maturity that lies behind the 
way that people or society define youth (Frith, 1984). However, the question 
still remains as to what the criteria for maturity are, and whether they are 
distinct from possessing adult tastes and values. Indeed, what are the 
interactions between the attributed statuses of individuals and other 
background factors (like being in employment)? 
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'Violence' 
As Tutt (1976) acknowledges, defining violence is seldom done and even 
those who do tend to use it in a particularised, distorted or pejorative way. 
'Violence' is a term which expresses emotion, and carries with it connotations 
of destruction and badness. 
'Violence' is defined by Graham & Gurr (1976) as "behaviour designed to 
inflict personal injury to people or damage to property" (in Tutt, 1976: 31), and 
Skolnick (1976) describes it as "the intentional use of force to injure, kill or 
destroy property" (in Tutt, 1976: 31). 
As can be seen, these definitions are quite similar to the legal definition of 
I violent offences' in the 1991 Criminal Justice Act, cited below: 
94 an offence which leads, or is intended or likely to lead to a person's 
death or to physical injury to a person and includes an offence 
which is required to be charged as arson (whether or not it would 
otherwise fall within this definition)" Criminal Justice Act 1991 
(s. 31 (1)) From Smith, J. & Hogan, B., 1996: 12. 
Using this definition is however, not without its problems, since some acts are 
defined as 'violent' in some instances whereas in others they are not. For 
example, if one were to destroy another's property with a chainsaw, it would 
not necessarily become a violent offence until it became likely that injury or 
harm to others might occur. If on the other hand, one were to use a blowtorch 
or a petrol bomb to commit the same act of destroying property, it may 
automatically be defined as a violent offence, because of the arson element 
(see also Smith & Hogan, 1996: 12, for further details). 
Contrasting with the previous definitions, Vanderschueren (1996) provides 
one of the widest descriptions of violence, where violent crime is defined as 
any act that causes a physical or psychological wound or damage, including: 
murder; infanticide; assault; rape; sexual abuse; acts of intimidation and 
terror; terrorism; the buying and selling of women and children; abandonment 
and serious neglect; mugging; threats; and joyriding (Vanderschueren, 1996). 
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It is interesting to note that joyriding has been defined by Vanderschueren as 
a violent offence, without any further explanation as to why this is the case. 
Importantly, Hearn (1998) put forward the view that violence is not one thing, 
indeed he did not see violence as a thing at all: 
"[v]iolence is simply a word, a shorthand, that refers to a mass of 
different experiences in people's lives. And as a word 'violence', like 
other words, can be used and abused - it can be reduced through 
normalization and reification ... Violence, what is meant by violence, and whether there is a notion of violence at all, are historically, 
socially and culturally constructed" (Hearn, 1998: 15). 
The definitions of violence used for this study were somewhat tighter than the 
(English & Welsh) legal definition previously quoted, as it excludes arson. 
Also, because of the imperatives at the time of the Youth Lifestyles Survey 
(1992) sexual offences were not covered as part of the research brief. 
For the purposes of this study a 'violent offender' was pragmatically defined 
as someone who reported committing any of the five violent offences, making 
up the summary offence variable of 'violence against the person', contained 
within the YLS. 
The five offence types are: 
robbery; 
fighting/public disorder; 
assaulting a non-family member (Qualifier - to such a degree 
that the respondent thought medical assistance was needed); 
assaulting a family member (Qualifier - to such a degree that the 
respondent thought medical assistance was needed); 
and wounding (hurting someone with a weapon). 
The act of carrying a weapon has not been included as a violent offence 
because, in itself, it is not a violent act. It only becomes a violent offence once 
the weapon has been used against a person and since wounding has been 
included in the summary offence, the carrying aspect becomes redundant. 
This is a controversial decision, as some might argue that the carrying aspect 
demonstrates intent towards violence. Indeed, this possibility was tested as 
part of the multivariate analysis in chapter 5. 
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The summary violence variable was constructed from the aggregation of the 
five offence types (described above). A respondent was classified as a violent 
offender if they reported committing one or more of the five offence types 
during a given 12 month reporting period. For the purposes of this study, it 
does not matter how many violent offence types respondents may have 
committed, as long as the respondent has reported committing one of the 
offence types, they are defined here as a violent offender. 
'Delinquency' 
Delinquency is another difficult concept to define but one well described in 
Muncie (1999) as "youth misconduct behaviour that may be deemed a 
'nuisance' as well as that which is liable to criminal sanction" (Muncie, 1999: 
37). This provides a straightforward view to youth offending as it includes 
both criminal and non-criminal infractions. However, as can also be gathered 
from the above text, the presence of these 'nuisance' factors is open to some 
interpretation. As Muncie (1999) also notes, being incorrigible, running away 
from home, truancy and drinking alcohol in public are considered to be 
problematic only when committed by young people, thus in some spheres 
(particularly in the USA) 'the term 'status offences' has been used to 
encapsulate the aforementioned problem of classifying wrongdoings (a fluid 
and subjective term in itself) by certain sections of society (see also Muncie, 
1999: 311). Calhoun et al (1989) notes that 'delinquency' may be seen as an 
act that defies or diverges from cultural and legal norms, whilst Tomovic 
(1979) reports that the legal concept of 'delinquency' simply states which type 
of behaviour is forbidden by law, in which state, and for which age group. 
For the purposes of this study, and in particular in relation to the analysis 
conducted in chapter five, criminal delinquency, has been separated from 
violent offending to investigate whether the factors predicting violence also 
allow for the understanding of delinquency more generally, where criminal 
delinquency was defined as any act from a list of 28 non-violent offences used 
in the Youth Lifestyles Survey (included in appendix 1), excluding fare 
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dodging, graffiti and motoring offences. This included vandalism, theft, taking 
a conveyance, handling stolen goods, drugs use and drugs sale. Certainly, 
there is the argument whether some of these offences are simply 'delinquent' 
acts, but then many acts defined as delinquent are also criminal acts 
committed by adults. 
'Masculinity' and 'Masculinities' 
As Connell (1995), amongst others notes, there appears to be a connection 
between men and violence, since men are the main agents of personal 
violence in all contemporary societies for which evidence is available. As he 
also notes, throughout their development, boys enter a culture of masculine 
violence (that seen through films, sports and games) which encourages 
gender based inequalities as well as stereotypes about the behaviour of men 
themselves. Thus, recently 'masculinity' has been used to explain violent 
behaviour. With this in mind, this study attempts to consider 'masculinity' 
related variables (like spending time around the company of males for 
example) in relation to youth violence. Before this is done however, the 
concept of 'masculinity' and 'masculinities' requires some consideration. 
"Masculinity is to maleness as femininity is to femaleness. That is to 
say that maleness is the natural condition, the sex if you like, and 
masculinity is the cultural construct, the gender. Where once 
feminists talked of sex discrimination, they now usually refer to 
gender roles, because the cultural construct is what can and should 
be changed; sex as a biological given is less susceptible. The 
distinction is rather like the one to be found between the genotype, 
which is what is written in the DNA, and the phenotype, which is 
how that immense text is quoted in actuality. The potential of the 
genotype is enormous; the phenotype is the finite creature that is all 
that can be made of almost limitless possibility in a single lifespan in 
a single set of circumstances. " 
(Greer, 1999: 288). 
A seemingly simple thing to define, but one which is fraught with many 
difficulties for contemporary researchers, because of the multiplicity of 
masculinities present across peoples (e. g. social classes, cultures, ethnicities 
etc. ), across time. This section will provide some comments on 'masculinity' or 
'masculinities' in light of this. Further discussions on masculinity/masculinities 
will be presented as part of the literature review. 
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As Newburn and Stanko (1994) assert, of all the current theorisations about 
masculinity/ies, it is that by Bob Connell (1987) which has been most 
influential - and is illustrated by the number of times he was referenced in 
their collected works. For Newburn and Stanko (1994), the key distinction that 
Connell has introduced is that between 'hegemonic' and 'subordinated' 
masculinities. Hegemonic masculinity describes the socially dominant view of 
masculinity, not necessarily because it is widespread, but through the 
legitimation and reproduction of social relations, its position of power is 
maintained. Subordinated masculinities describe more marginalised or 
oppressed forms (like homosexual masculinity in some cultures). Thus 
Connell is clearly arguing for the presence of not one, but many forms of 
masculinity, some of which appear more dominant than others. 
As noted however, "such a dichotomisation should not be taken to imply 
differentiation only by power relations, but also in relation to a division of 
labour and patterns of emotional attachment, psychological differentiation and 
also institutional differentiation as part of collective practices (Carrigan et al. 
1985)" (Newburn & Stanko (eds. ) 1994: 3). 
As a concept, Connell views 'masculinity' as being combined with "modern 
notions of individual identity and the self, which are clearly difficult to think 
beyond" (Mac an Ghaill (ed. ) 1996: 207). Hearn (1996) notes that the 
usefulness of the concept is generally taken for granted, and what is offered is 
Al a description , frequently a 
list of traits" (Hearn, in Mac an Ghaill (ed. ), 1996: 
207). 
Mac an Ghaill (1996) describes masculinity as an unclear field of study in 
which "highly complex theories are being developed that fail to connect with 
individuals' experiences. " (Mac an Ghaill (ed. ) 1996: 4). Further, for Mac an 
Ghaill (1996), another aspect of the complexity of researching and writing in 
this area is that of the question of the "elusiveness, fluidity and complex 
interconnected ness of masculinity in modern societies" (Mac an Ghailll (ed. ) 
1996: 4). 
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For Hearn (in Mac an Ghaill (ed. ) 1996: 202), 'masculinity' and 'masculinities' 
are concepts that are used in a variety of ways, and within a variety of 
frameworks, including (amongst others) psychological characteristics, 
gendered experiences and identity, and sex-role socialisation. As noted, 
"Masculinity effectively acts as a normative and indeed culturally specific 
standard (Eichler, 1980)" (Hearn, in Mac an Ghaill (ed. ) 1996: 203). 
Some of the simplest formulations of masculinity have been informed by 
psychological perspectives, notably Bem's Sex-Role Inventory which 
measures an individual's self-ranking on masculinity and femininity scales "in 
accordance with traits that are previously judged to be desirable for a woman 
or a man, in society. Accordingly, 'aggressive' indicates masculinity and 
'cheerful' indicates femininity" (Hearn, in Mac an Ghaill (ed. ) 1996: 204). 
As Hearn notes, under this view, masculinity is individually possessed - "A 
'something' that is held differently by different people" (Hearn, in Mac an 
Ghaill (ed. ) 1996: 204). The problem with such theories is that they have often 
been criticised because of what Hearn describes as their "reification of the 
social and their cultural specificity" (Hearn, in Mac an Ghaill (ed. ) 1996: 204) 
Other definitions of masculinity have arisen over the years. Some have 
described it as a kind of core, an essence of men (Bly, 1990). Brannon (1976) 
viewed masculinity as "'no sissy stuff; 'be a big wheel'; 'be a sturdy oak; and 
'give'em hell'" (Hearn, in Mac an Ghaill (ed. ) 1996: 204). 
In much sociological literature, the concept has been used to refer to the 
social construction of men as gender. Thus, masculinity is viewed as a 
gendered, culturally specific form, which may change across the life-course. 
Indeed, Collier (1998) notes that geographical, cross-cultural and 
anthropological studies "attest to the ways in which the concept of 
'masculinity' itself may be inapplicable to certain cultural situations" (Collier, 
1998: 20). As both Hearn (1996) and Collier (1998) assert, this raises some 
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far reaching questions about whether masculinity is itself an ethnocentric or 
even Eurocentric concept. As Collier posits, 
"it is, for example, misleading to state that ! masculinity varies 
historically (and therefore the masculinity/crime relation also varies 
historically), when in some societies and situations the concept of 
masculinity is, quite simply, not present" (Collier, 1998: 20). 
As can be seen from the above summary, 'masculinity' as a concept is still 
subject to some confusion. Possibly the clearest definition of masculinity 
however, comes from Hearn (1996) who, despite recognising that he himself 
has used the term in a number of ways, describes masculinity "as 
appearance, as a set of signs that someone is a man and not a woman" 
(Hearn, in Mac an Ghaill (ed. ) 1996: 208). It can therefore be seen from the 
literature that understanding the issues of masculinity and masculinities can 
serve to provide a way of studying the attributed statuses of individuals. 
Further, there are some variables in this study which might prove to stand as 
objective indicators of so-called masculine behaviour (like carrying a weapon 
as a signifier 2 of toughness), and will be investigated in the analysis chapters 
(chapters 4 and 5). 
As shown from the above discussion, four key concepts underpin this study of 
youth violence: 'youth, 'violence', 'delinquency' and ' masculinity', of which the 
main focus is on violence, delinquency and their manifestations. Theories 
relating to these concepts, as well as to masculinity are discussed in greater 
detail in the following literature review (chapter 2). 
2 For further information on signs and signifiers, see also Jean Baudrillard's 'For a Critique of the 
Political Economy of the Sign', in Poster (ed. ), 1988. 
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Chapter 2. Literature review 
"Second Hand News" (Fleetwood Mac, 1976). 
Introduction 
The first and perhaps most popular view of violence of the past has been that 
of the inherited quality. In the past, it has been believed that certain cultures 
or races have perpetuated violence through biological inheritance. For 
example, the Spartans were thought of as being particularly brave and 
aggressive warriors, and during the 19th and 20th centuries, the German 
nation has been regarded as being both militaristic and aggressive (Tutt, 
1976). It is quite possible that personality characteristics, including a 
potentiality for violence, are passed on from parent to child. 
An extension of the inheritance theories are the theories of chromosomal 
abnormality transmission. In certain males, for example, XYY chromosomes 
have been found to be more common amongst individuals arrested for 
offences of violence against property held in special security hospitals (Tutt, 
(ed. ) 1976: 22). 
Certain other anomalies have also been linked with violence. These are 
usually irregularities of the brain structure in some form, either due to illness 
such as meningitis, or to physical trauma resulting in brain damage. This 
explanation, however, only accounts for a very small number of violent cases 
appearing before the courts or occurring in society generally (see also 
Johnson, 1979: 10). 
Other theories of violence have attributed aggression to a drive like hunger or 
sex, which builds up until it explodes into expressive behaviour. A Freudian 
view might attribute violence to an instinct laid deep within the unconscious of 
the individual, occasionally rising to the surface and being expressed in 
violent behaviour (Hewstone et al, 1990: 274). 
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There exists a wealth of literature on psychological approaches to violence, 
but due to the sociological nature of this research, the core theoretical 
approaches examined (in relation to the data) will cover the key theoretical 
positions in delinquency theory: social disorganisation and anomie; differential 
association; class based/subcultural theories and control theories of 
delinquency. Farrington's theory of delinquency is included as an attempt to 
bridge the disciplines of psychology and sociology, and to provide more up-to- 
date theoretical positions based on past theories. 
As part of the literature review, theories of violence follow theories of 
delinquency. There, social learning theory (aside from differential association 
theory) is used as an example of a social psychological approach to 
understanding violence (in relation to television viewing and violence), and 
Lonnie Athens' 'Violent Criminal Acts and Actors Revisited' is offered as an 
example of an anti-positivist interpretive approach to violence. 
The final section of the literature review covers other factors emergent in the 
literature, like the effects of victimisation, masculinity, gender, and group 
effects on violence. 
Theories of Delinquency 
Social Disorganisation/Anomie 
Social disorganisation and anomie approaches assume that delinquent 
behaviour is caused primarily by social factors. Both social disorganisation 
and anomie explanations do consider personal or situational influences in 
delinquency, but the dominant factor is social. For these approaches, the 
structure and institutions of society are thought to be in a state of disarray 
(though they diverge on the issue of specifically what part of society is in 
disarray). Two sets of theorists will be discussed as part of the social 
disorganisation/anomie approach: Shaw and McKay (1969), and Durkheim 
(1933) and Merton (1957). 
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The Work of Shaw & McKay 
Shaw and McKay (1969), using a concentric zone hypothesis, compared 
official rates of delinquency across five zones of Chicago during three time 
periods: 1900-06,1917-23, and 1927-33. They discovered that rates of 
delinquency decreased as one moved from the central zones toward the outer 
zones, and that highest rates of delinquency were found around commercial 
or industrial areas, and the lowest rates around residential areas. 
Shaw and McKay investigated offending rate differences in relation to other 
factors, such as ethnicity, community problems and economic stability. They 
found that certain areas of Chicago were characterised by high delinquency 
rates regardless of the predominance of particular ethnic groups in that area. 
For them, delinquency appeared more as "a product of economic conditions 
and locality-based traditions and values than ethnic culture". (Shoemaker, 
1990: 87). Further, delinquency rates were correlated with "the rates and 
severity of other community problems"' (Shoemaker, 1990: 87), including 
truancy, youth criminality, infant mortality, tuberculosis and psychiatric 
disorders. 
Delinquency rates were also found to be associated with levels of local 
economic stability. Shaw and McKay found that delinquency was positively 
correlated with the percentage of families on benefits and rates of financial 
dependency. 
For Shaw and McKay, these relationships did not necessarily prove 
delinquency causation, but pointed to an underlying or overriding condition (or 
conditions) leading directly to delinquency (Shoemaker, 1990: 88). These 
conditions were brought together using the term 'social disorganisation', 
though it should be noted that in later works they referred to 'differential social 
organisation' instead of social disorganisation. 
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Despite being related, social disorganisation may be viewed as being 
conceptually distinct from anomie: 'social disorganisation' often applies to 
localised institutional conditions, while 'anomie' tends to apply in a broader 
sense to wider societal conditions. A major assumption of the anomie 
approach is that large numbers of people who find themselves at a 
disadvantage relative to legitimate economic activities are seen as being 
motivated to engage in illegitimate, delinquent activities. These people may 
wish to take up gainful employment, however, due to the unavailability of 
training or jobs, they may turn to crime (possibly out of status frustration or 
due to economic necessity) (Shoemaker, 1990). 
Theorists who have written on the subject of anomie include Emile Durkheim 
and Robert Merton, discussed below. For Merton, anomie creates the 
conditions which are conducive to delinquent behaviour, although other 
behavioural possibilities or outcomes may also exist as a result of anomie. 
Durkheirn - The Division of Labour in Society 
The introduction of the concept of 'anomie' has been credited to Emile 
Durkheim. In 'The Division of Labour in Society' (published in 1933), Durkheim 
equated the division of labour (DOL) with a desire to be happy, and to 
produce and consume for their enjoyment, as work becomes more specialised 
and divided (organic solidarity'). 
For Durkheim, under certain conditions, the DOL can develop 'abnormally' at 
which point the society may be described as being in a 'pathological state'. It 
is this 'abnormal' division of labour that is associated with anomie. Although 
Durkheirn himself made no direct reference to crime from anomie, his ideas 
have been taken up by other writers in the area, most notably RK Merton. 
Merton - Social Structure and Anomie 
In 1957, Robert Merton wrote 'Social Theory and Social Structure'. This built 
upon his earlier work on social structure and anomie, where he argued 
that 
there exists a disjuncture between the goals presented to individuals, and the 
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means by which they can attain these goals. For people living in the USA, 
Merton argues that the common goal is economic prosperity, but the means to 
achieving this is not evenly distributed within the population. As Merton 
suggested, anomie is defined as the disjuncture between cultural goals and 
structured means for their achievement (Shoemaker, 1990). 
It was not stated by Merton that people will react only in a particular way as a 
result of this disjuncture. Instead, he suggested that there are five possible 
outcomes as a result: 
1. Conformity - not really a reaction at all, whereby the individual 
accepts the goals and means, and lives life according to one's 
lot. 
2. Innovation - whereby individuals use alternative (including non- 
legitimate or criminal means) to achieve the goals. They 
therefore accept the goals, but reject the 'legitimate' means by 
which they can achieve it. 
3. Ritualism - crudely put, the means are accepted, but the goals 
are rejected. 
4. Retreatism - again crudely put, both the goals and means are 
rejected. 
5. Rebellion - not only are the means and goals rejected, but 
these are replaced by other goals and means. 
For Merton, criminal outcomes most likely arise from 'innovation' as it is 
described. 
Some criticisms have been levelled at social disorganisation and anornie 
theorists over the years. As Shoemaker (1990) points out, "one of the 
foremost concerns is how social conditions become translated into forces that 
can influence individual behaviour" (1990: 104). While Durkheim argued that 
institutional collectivities were connectors between the individual (in terms of 
behaviour) and social structures, Merton's interpretation may be seen in a 
more general sense. For Merton the main consideration (of anomie theory) is 
that it is based on the conditions that characterise society, or as he put it the 
'social surround' (Merton, 1964) (in Shoemaker, 1990: 105) 
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It is assumed by the social disorganisation and anomie approaches that social 
factors control delinquency and when these factors become unstable, 
juveniles are rendered less able to resist deviant temptations. These 
approaches suggest that this lack of stability is more prominent among the 
lower classes. However, Shoemaker (1990) reports that "this excess of 
criminality among the lower classes of society was partly the result of using 
police and court records as the measure of delinquency" (1990: 91). 
Shoemaker thus questions the observed excess of lower-class criminality, 
and argues that this excess may be due to selective policing procedures 
rather than a lack of stability as proposed by the social 
disorganisation/anomie theories. 
Social disorganisation and anomie are partly social control theories of 
delinquency (however as must be mentioned, they have some quite important 
differences). It is therefore assumed that delinquency is also a consequence 
of a lack of significant attachments to societal institutions, like the family and 
school. 
There does exist one persistent problem of both the social disorganisation 
and the anomie theories of delinquency, that is, the lack of explanation as to 
how social or societal conditions might exert an influence over an individual's 
behaviour. In this sense, both theories remain incomplete. Al Cohen's (1955) 
'reaction formation' hypothesis was an attempt to address this. 
Differential Association 
Sutherland's Theory of Differential Association 
The social learning theory of differential association was developed by Edwin 
Sutherland in 1939, where he made the proposition that like all other 
behaviour, criminal behaviour is learned. Learning is seen to be determined 
through the process of associating with those who commit crimes (Rutter & 
Giller, 1983). Differential association is said to be the causal process whereby 
criminality is determined by the frequency and consistency of a person's 
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contacts with patterns of criminal behaviour (Rutter & Giller, 1983). The 
associations favour law breaking rather than conformity to it, and any 
individual differences are only important through their influence on differential 
association (Sutherland and Cressey, 1970). For theorists who follow this 
tradition, cultural conflict is seen to be the underlying cause of differential 
association. 
After some years, the theory of differential association was adopted and 
modified by Kitsuse and Dietrick (1959), so that it incorporated the principle of 
the 'positive feedback loop' whereby: 
1. The individual learns the values of the delinquent subculture 
through their participation in gangs which embody that 
subculture. 
2. The motivations of individuals for participation in gangs are 
varied. 
3. The malicious, non-utilitarian, and negativistic behaviour 
(Cohen's terms), which is learned through participation in the 
subculture is met by formal negative sanctions, rejection, and 
limitation of access to prestigeful status in the middle class 
system. 
4. Thus participation in the delinquent subculture creates similar 
problems for all its participants. 
5. The participants' response to the barriers raised to exclude them 
from status in the middle class system ... 
is a hostile rejection of 
the standards of 'respectable' society and an emphasis upon 
status within the delinquent gang. 
6. The hostile rejection response reinforces the malicious, non- 
utilitarian and negativistic norms of the subculture. 
(based on Wilkins, in Carson and Wiles, 1971: 219) 
There is a body of research which corroborates the proposition that spending 
time with delinquents increases the likelihood that they themselves will 
become delinquent. (Reiss & Rhodes, 1964. West & Farrington, 1973). 
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However, as Rutter & Giller point out, none of the findings backing up the 
proposition clearly differentiate between a differential association effect and 
the possibility that it is just that youngsters prone to delinquency seek out like- 
minded friends, or that groups of friends are all subject to some other 
criminogenic influence. (Rutter & Giller, 1983). For differential association to 
have more impact, Bahr (1979), posited that the correlations between family 
variables (e. g. parental supervision) and criminality should be relatively small 
once criminal associations have been controlled for. Bahr notes that the 
correlations between criminal associations and rates of delinquency should be 
maintained after controlling for family variables, although the correlation might 
be expected to decrease as the orientation of the family variables becomes 
more law abiding (Rutter & Giller, 1983). 
There is some evidence that is contrary to Bahr's first comment, as Rutter & 
Giller note. Some studies (e. g. Jensen, 1972) found that parental discipline 
and supervision continued to show significant associations with delinquency 
irrespective of peer group contacts. They conclude that differential 
associations with criminal patterns do influence the development of delinquent 
activities, but that they interact with family variables, and that family variables 
also have "an independent direct influence of their own" (Rutter & Giller, 1983: 
250). This argument can be accommodated within a control perspective, as a 
struggle between an individual's attachment to parents and to their peers (see 
Johnson, 1979). 
Class Based Theories of Delinquency 
Class based causal theories of juvenile delinquency were developed during 
the 1950s in an attempt to explain delinquent behaviour of working-class 
males. Much like the anomie theories 20 to 30 years earlier, class based 
theories of delinquency concentrated on the social nature of delinquency. 
Shoemaker (1990) describes class based theories of delinquency as 
'modifications' and 'extensions' of sociological perspectives that developed 
during the 1920s (1990: 114). 
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An assumption of this approach is (unsurprisingly) that delinquency is 
overwhelmingly a lower-class, male phenomenon. As Albert Cohen (1955) 
stated "It is our conclusion, by no means novel or startling, that juvenile 
delinquency and the delinquent subculture in particular are overwhelmingly 
concentrated in the male, working-class sector of the juvenile population" 
(1955: 371). Cohen refers to lower-class males as "working-class malesto, 
however other sociologists tend to make a distinction between the two. 
Nevertheless, these theories of juvenile criminality appear to be based on the 
assumption that delinquency, in particular gang delinquency, is situated in the 
lower class, as measured by a number of social and economic factors. Class 
based theorists include: Cohen (1955), Cloward and Ohlin (1960), and Miller 
(1958), discussed below. 
Al Cohen's Middle-Class Measuring Rod 
In his theory, Cohen (1955) made four basic assumptions about delinquency: 
first, that a relatively high number of lower-class males do poorly in school; 
second, that poor school performance is related to delinquency; third, that 
poor school performance is mostly attributable to a conflict between the 
dominant middle-class values of the school system and the values of lower- 
class youth; and fourth, lower-class male delinquency is largely committed in 
a gang context, partly as a means of developing more positive self-concepts 
as well as nurturing antisocial values. 
Cohen uses the key concepts of 'reaction formation' and 'middle-class 
measuring rod' in his discussion of delinquency, whereby 'reaction formation' 
is the term that describes the process by which a person openly rejects that 
which they want, or aspire to, but cannot obtain or achieve. This term was first 
developed by Freud. The 'middle-class measuring rod' is the evaluation of 
school performance and behaviour in relation to norms and values thought to 
be associated with the middle-class (e. g. punctuality, neatness, non-violent 
behaviour). 
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In contrast to middle-class values, lower-class values lend themselves 
towards spontaneous and aggressive behaviour, with little emphasis on 
deferred gratification or long-range planning, instead tending toward the 
immediate. Also, the child learns to obey commands because of the 
immediate, practical value of obedience, not because of the intrinsic worth or 
'good' associated with conformity in itself. It is certainly debatable whether 
these elements making up the 'middle-class measuring rod' are in reality 
based (or originate) solely in the attitudes of middle-class persons, making it a 
key criticism of this theory. 
For Cohen, middle-class values predominate within the context of school. This 
means for Cohen, that lower-class young people find themselves being 
measured against middle-class standards. 
It is Cohen's opinion that it is the lower-class boys' repeated failures to live up 
to the middle-class standards of success, which leads them to reject the 
school, along with the values it is seen to represent. The lower-class boy may 
consequently become malicious and hostile towards these (middle-class) 
values. These middle-class values are also the generally accepted values in 
society, even amongst persons from lower social classes. Thus, "standards of 
acceptance, achievement and reward as established by middle-class values 
and norms, are adopted and aspired to by members of the lower class" 
(Shoemaker, 1990: 118). 
Cohen also mentioned the effects of a gang context in his theory, whereby 
resentful persons may nurture their feelings of hostility together and 
strengthen a 'damaged' self-concept. He notes that not all lower or working- 
class boys caught up in the resentment will necessarily associate with 
delinquent peers. Some lower-class males may, for example adopt a 'college 
boy' outlook, based on school success and middle-class values. 
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Cloward & Ohlin's Differential Opportunity Structure 
Cloward and Ohlin's theory of differential opportunity sits upon two base 
assumptions. First, that blocked economic aspirations cause poor self- 
concepts and feelings of frustration, and second, that these frustrations lead 
to delinquency in specialised gang contexts, "the nature of which varies 
according to the structure of criminal and conventional values in the juvenile's 
neighbourhood" (Shoemaker, 1990: 124). 
Cloward and Ohlin (1960) use the term 'differential opportunity structure' to 
explain their findings, where it could be described as differences in available 
opportunities, based on one's social class position. 
The general explanation of their theory is a contrast to Cohen's. For Cloward 
and Ohlin, lower-class male delinquents are 'goal-oriented' beings, able to 
rationally evaluate their economic situation and to plan for their future 
accordingly. Thus, this theory might be described as a combination or hybrid 
of the Mertonian anomie theory, and Sutherland's theory of differential 
association. (Shoemaker, 1990). 
For Cloward and Ohlin, it is not only that opportunities to engage in conformist 
behaviour are unevenly distributed, but so are opportunities to engage in 
criminal behaviour. They argue that a criminal pattern of gang behaviour 
emerges when there is the presence of organised, adult criminal activity in a 
lower-class neighbourhood. Adult criminals, in this context, become the role 
models for juvenile criminals or aspiring criminals. They describe the 
relationship between adult criminals and conventional adults as stable, 
whereby they integrate and accommodate one another. It is this integration 
and accommodation between criminal and conventional forces in a 
neighbourhood which combine to produce an emphasis on neighbourhood 
stability and order. This is not the only permutation of their theory. They 
suggest that in some lower-class neighbourhoods, stability does not develop, 
and that there are more transient people than permanent residents in the 
area. There is also an absence of either criminal or conventional adult role 
models, resulting in a conflict form of gang behaviour, where violence is 
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predominant. Violence is used as a means of obtaining status and success 
because non-violent (theft-related) avenues of success are not available. 
There is a final twist to their theory. They propose that in some 
neighbourhoods gangs develop which are dominated by drug use. Cloward 
and Ohlin describe these gangs as retreatist, whose members are described 
as 'double failures' because they can neither succeed in the conventional nor 
the criminal world. 
They note that not all 'double failures' fall into retreatist gangs. According to 
Cloward and Ohlin, some scale down their aspirations as a result. Some 
members may even leave a drug using gang, leading to a rejection of their 
norms and behaviours, and the individual may develop a retreatist lifestyle. 
Also not all drug using gangs can be described as retreatist. As Shoemaker 
points out, "although most gangs use drugs, it is doubtful whether there are 
many drug-oriented gangs, as such. It would be more accurate, therefore, to 
use the word 'response' or 'adaptation' when referring to retreatism through 
drug use. " (Shoemaker, 1990: 128). This seems to suggest that the drug 
orientation aspect is merely peripheral and that the main process remains with 
goal oriented delinquent opportunities (with drug use as a subsequent 
characteristic after gang membership has been established by the 
opportunities mechanism). 
Miller's Lower-Class Culture and Delinquency 
In his theory, Miller (1958) made two basic assumptions about delinquency. 
First, that clear-cut lower-class focal concerns or values exist, independent of 
other values, and secondly, that female-dominated households constitute an 
integral feature of lower-class lifestyles and as such, represent a primary 
reason for the emergence of 99 street-corner male adolescent groups in lower- 
class neigh bourhoods". (Shoemaker, 1990: 135) 
Miller used the key concepts of 'focal concerns' and 'one-sex peer unit' in his 
discussion of delinquency, whereby'focal concerns' is the term that describes 
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the predominant values and norms guiding the daily behaviour of individuals. 
The 'one-sex peer unit' is "a social unit that serves as an alternative source of 
companionship and male role model development outside the home" 
(Shoemaker, 1990: 135). 
Miller (1958) suggested that lower-class gangs are male, street oriented 
groups, which do not develop by chance. For Miller, the characteristics of 
lower-class gangs, including their behaviour, reflect the characteristics not of 
the gangs' neighbourhoods, but of a generic lower-class based cultural 
system. 
For Miller, the key components of the lower-class culture are described as six 
'focal concerns: trouble; toughness; smartness; excitement; fate and 
autonomy. 
The 'focal concerns' of the lower-class culture can affect delinquency in two 
ways. First, the values of lower-class persons can result in the absence of a 
father in the home (or another significant male role model). Consequently, 
young males may leave the home to find male identities in street gangs ('one- 
sex peer units'). Second, in line with the focal concerns of the lower-class, the 
gang members may develop attitudes consistent with these focal concerns. 
For Miller, lower-class gang members represent the most 'able' male youth 
within a neighbourhood, "in terms of both physical abilities and 'personal 
competence' " (Shoemaker, 1990: 137). This may provide the aspirational 
element presented to lower-class young people. 
The motivation behind delinquency, for Miller, lies in these peoples desire to 
belong and to have status - to achieve positive recognition among their peers, 
in the absence of significant male role models. Because the actions of these 
gangs are guided by lower-class focal concerns, they will automatically 
transgress certain laws, for example, through the use of inappropriately 
aggressive behaviour. In contrast to the view that these gangs are non- 
conformist, Miller argues that gang members are behaving in a stable, 
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conforming, and 'normal' fashion in terms of their own dominant lower-class 
cultures. 
Some are sceptical of the assumptions of (lower) class based theories. Vaz 
(1967) for example, argues that delinquency occurs among all social classes, 
and that official estimates of delinquency, which regularly lay blame on the 
lower classes, are more reflections of the biases of the police, courts, and 
others than the actual behaviour of lower-classed individuals. 
Similarly, arguments have also been raised relating to the distribution of 
delinquency by gender, although the evidence is not in as much doubt as with 
the issue of social class. Statistics on females involved in juvenile criminality 
indicate that female rates of delinquency are still significantly lower than male 
rates. Indeed, data presented in the analysis chapters of this study confirms 
this finding. 
Control theories 
Control theories assume that human beings must be held in check, or 
controlled, if criminal or delinquent tendencies are to be prevented. A related 
assumption of control theories is that delinquency is an outcome to be 
expected, considering all of the pressures and inducements toward 
delinquency to which most juveniles are exposed. Therefore, for control 
theories, the question is not "why did they do it? " but rather "why did they not 
do it? ". Thus, control theories assume the tendency for delinquent behaviour 
to be universally distributed. Since delinquent behaviour is to be expected, the 
crucial explanation of it is to be found in searching for those missing factors 
found in delinquents, distinguishing them from non-delinquents. 
The aforementioned assumptions produce a third postulate of control theory: 
that delinquency is the result of a deficiency in something, the absence of a 
working control mechanism. As such, "delinquents are seen neither as driven 
nor as perfectly 'normal. ' They are simply seen as youth who are relatively 
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uncontrolled or unattached, psychologically or socially. " (Shoemaker: 1990: 
173). 
The specific type of control factor or system considered absent or faulty 
among delinquents is what distinguishes different types of control theories. On 
the whole, there exist two general types of control systems, personal and 
social. Personal control systems involve individualistic factors, especially 
psychological ones. They are best exemplified by psychoanalytic concepts 
and the notion of self-concept or esteem. Social control systems involve 
attachments to basic social institutions, like families, schools, and religious 
practices. 
It is suggested that weakened personal or social control factors may 
contribute to delinquency through socialisation experiences and young 
people's current social situations. The anomalous control systems affect "the 
learning of social norms and the implementation of norms in terms of 
appropriate behaviour" (Shoemaker, 1990: 175). 
Personal control theorists include Walter Reckless' (1961) 'containment' 
perspective, discussed below. 
Walter Reckless' theory of 'containment' 
Reckless (1961) in his theory of containment, puts forward the view that 
delinquency is the result of poor self-concepts, and that a positive view of 
oneself can provide a protection against the forces pulling young people 
towards engaging in delinquent activity. 
The theory also suggests that individuals are multi-faceted, that is, they 
consist of various drives, ambitions and pulls, and that these forces are 
exerted on the individual both externally and internally at the same time. For 
Reckless, the most vital of these protective forces is the internal insulator, 
acting to protect the self-concept. 
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Reckless uses the key concepts of 'containment' and 'self-concept' in his 
discussion of delinquency, whereby 'containment' is the concept that 
describes the drives and pulls toward delinquency which must be contained, 
to prevent delinquency. The 'self-concept' is an image of oneself, relating to 
one's place in society or one's value to others (Shoemaker, 1990: 176). 
Reckless' theory is described by Shoemaker (1990) as a middle range theory, 
that is, a theory that neither attempts to explain delinquency originating from 
personality disorders, or from organised crime, but rather to explain the 
'middle-ground' types of rule transgression, or as Reckless describes it, "the 
middle range of norm violation" (Reckless, 1961, in Shoemaker, 1990: 177). 
In terms of 'containments', Reckless identifies four types of pressure or 
containment, which come from within the self, layered on top of one another: 
First, the outer, or social pressure and pull is followed by the second, external 
containments. The third comprise inner containments, and the fourth inner 
pushes, "that is, organic or psychological forces" (Shoemaker, 1990: 177). 
External pressures include 'adverse living conditions' like poverty, 
unemployment, and minority group status, for example. Outer pulls are made 
up of bad companions, deviant prestige figures, juvenile subcultures, and 
inducements from the mass media. For Reckless, internal pushes include 
frustrations, aggressiveness, the need for immediate gratification, 
rebelliousness, feelings of inadequacy, compulsions, phobias, brain damage 
and psychoses. Basically, these are things internal to the individual. 
For Reckless, delinquency can be reduced by both internal and external 
containment, but the inner containment relating to the self-concept is most 
important. This appears quite similar to Sutherland's (1939) theory of 
differential association, where containment is linked to the idea of self- 
concept. Unlike differential association however, Reckless' containment 
theory puts greater weight on the importance of the personalised feelings of 
youth rather than their associations. 
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Social control theorists differ from personal control theorists in that they 
believe that social bonds and attachments will provide a stronger protection 
against delinquency than personality characteristics. One most notable writer 
on social control theory is Travis Hirschi (1969). 
Travis Hirschi's Social Bond 
Hirschi uses the concept of the 'social bond' in his discussion of delinquency, 
in describing the connection between society and the individual via societal 
institutions. 
In moving away from a focus on an individual's personality as a source of 
criminality, Hirschi (1969) focused on the roles played by social relationships 
(which he described as social bonds) and institutions, as opposed to the 
individual and self-control where his updated theory of crime written with 
Gottfredson (1990) concentrated itself. 
For Hirschi (1969), no motivational factors were necessary for one to become 
delinquent. Indeed, the only requirement for Hirschi was the absence of 
control mechanisms which would have allowed the individual to assess the 
benefits of crime over the costs of the same delinquency related actions. 
In his theory, Hirschi (1969) conceptualises the social bond between the 
individual and society as consisting of four parts: attachment, commitment, 
involvement and belief. It is these elements that, for Hirschi, explain the social 
control theory of delinquency. 
'Attachment' 
'Attachment' refers to the psychological and emotional connection one feels 
towards other individuals or groups about whom they care. As the individual 
becomes more attached to others it is assumed that he or she is less likely to 
become delinquent. For Hirschi (1969: 18) the primary 'attachments' are with 
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parents, peers, teachers, religious leaders and other members of the 
community. 
'Commitment' 
'Commitment' is viewed by Hirschi (1969) as "the rational component in 
conformity" (Hirschi, 1969: 20) and refers to the investments accumulated "in 
terms of conformity to conventional rules" (Shoemaker, 1990: 183) like time, 
money and effort. Thus when someone considers committing deviant or 
criminal behaviour they have to consider the risks of losing the investment 
they have made through their prior conventional behaviour. As Hirschi (1969) 
posited, not only can an individual be committed to conformity by what he or 
she has obtained, but the hope of acquiring goods through conventional 
means can also reinforce commitment to the social bonds (Hirschi, 1969: 
186). 
'Involvement' 
'Involvement' refers to participation in conventional and legitimate activities, 
like after-school activities. Hirschi saw such involvement as a way of keeping 
people too occupied to engage in delinquency. Indeed, this could be seen as 
one of the major criticisms of his work since 'white collar' criminals have the 
time for committing crime precisely because they are engrossed in their work. 
Also, some people may not have access to such involving activities (through 
economic hardship or lack of amenities for example). 
'Belief' 
'Belief refers to the existence of a common value system within the society 
whose norms are being violated. As such, belief concerns the acceptance of a 
conventional value system. Hirschi (1969) argued that an individual is more 
likely to conform to social norms when they believe in them, although this 
belief may vary in its depth. This variation in belief was seen to be reliant upon 
the degree of attachment the individual has with systems which represent the 
beliefs in question. It is thus argued that a weakening of conventional beliefs 
(e. g. religiosity) increases the chances of delinquency. 
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In addition to institutional influences on delinquency, social control theory also 
argues that delinquency is related to delinquent attitudes and beliefs, as 
posited by both Hirschi (1969) and Hindelang (1973). 
It is worth noting that Hirschi, with Gottfredson (1990), in their work, 'A 
General Theory of Crime' developed a later variation on the theme of control 
theory, but specifically targeting the idea of self-control. In essence this 
variation argued that self-controls early in life determine who will be likely to 
commit crimes later on, and that the level of self-control depended on the 
quality of parenting (measured by variables like parental supervision) during a 
child's early years. This brought Hirschi's ideas more in line with the view 
posited by personal control theorists. 
Despite Hirschi's movement from social control to self-control theory, his work 
with Gottfredson (1990) has still been subject to some criticism. Notably, 
Akers (1991) remarked that self-control theories are tautological because they 
do not define self-control separately from the propensity to commit crimes and 
analogous behaviour (Akers, 1991: 204). Also some studies of crime (e. g. 
Arneklev et aL, 1993) have shown that the relationships between self-control, 
crime and analogous behaviours are questionable, insofar as activities like 
smoking, for example, do not necessarily correlate with crime (Arnekev et al., 
1993: 235). 
Box (1981) expresses the concern that control theory is in danger of slipping 
into 'situational subjective' (Box, 1981: 150) explanations of delinquency, and 
moving away from a consideration of the socio-structural elements (i. e. 
becoming separated from sociological considerations). Box suggests that by 
concentrating on variables, such as commitment and attachment, control 
theories might be focusing on an intervening level between the independent 
variables (socio-structural factors) and the dependent variable (delinquency). 
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The Farrington Theory of Delinquency 
In 1996, David Farrington put forward a theory of delinquency based upon 
existing delinquency theory along with findings from his own research, utilising 
variables from a range of theoretical standpoints. 
Farrington (1996) suggested that 'other' risk factors (apart from socio- 
economic status, poverty, poor housing in inner-cities, and socially 
disorganised communities), are "probably linked to poverty, poor parenting, 
and impulsivity/intelligence. For example, teenage mothers tend to live in 
poverty, to use poor child-rearing techniques, and to have impulsive children 
with low intelligence" (Farrington, 1996, in Hawkins (ed. ): 104). For Farrington, 
it is the antisocial tendency that is central to his explanation of youth 
criminality. 
Farrington argued that the level of antisocial tendency "depends on 
energising, directing, and inhibiting processes" (1996: 109). That is, the 
occurrence of offences and other antisocial acts depends on the interaction 
between the individual (with a certain degree of antisocial tendency) and the 
social environment, in a decision-making process. 
The 'energising factors'that lead to antisocial tendencies, are described by 
Farrington (1996) as: 
9 desires for material goods, status among intimates, and excitement 
9 boredom 
0 frustration 
o anger 
e alcohol consumption 
He suggested that the desire for excitement may be greater among children 
from poorer families: 
"perhaps because excitement is more highly valued by lower-class 
people than by middle-class ones, because poorer children think 
they lead more boring lives, or because poorer children are less 
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able to postpone immediate gratification in favour of long-term goals (which could be linked to the emphasis in lower-class culture on the 
concrete and present as opposed to the abstract and future)" 
Farrington, 1996, in Hawkins (ed. ): 109. 
As Farrington put it, the level of antisocial tendency can also be increased in a 
social learning process if children are surrounded by antisocial models 
(criminal parents and siblings, delinquent peers, in delinquent schools and 
criminal areas) (Farrington, 1996, in Hawkins (ed. ): 110). 
Further, he suggested (from applying the theory to his data) that children from 
poorer families may be likely to offend because they are less able to achieve 
their goals legally and because they value some goals (e. g., excitement) 
especially highly. Children with low intelligence may be more likely to offend 
because they tend to fail in school and hence cannot achieve their goals by 
legal means. Impulsive children, and those with a poor ability to manipulate 
abstract concepts, may be more likely to offend because they do not give 
sufficient consideration and weight to the possible consequences of offending 
(Farrington, 1996, in Hawkins (ed. ): 110). 
For Farrington, children who are exposed to 'poor parental child-rearing 
behaviour', 'disharmony', or 'separation' may be likely to offend because they 
do not build up internal inhibitions against socially disapproved behaviour, 
whilst children from criminal families and those with delinquent friends tend to 
build up anti-establishment attitudes and the belief that offending is justifiable. 
The whole process, in the eyes of Farrington, is self-perpetuating, in that 
poverty, low intelligence, and early school failure lead to truancy and a lack of 
educational qualifications, which in turn lead to low-status jobs and periods of 
unemployment, both of which can make it harder to achieve goals by 
legitimate means (Farrington, in Hawkins (ed. ), 1996). 
Farrington's theory posits that the key underlying construct is the antisocial 
tendency and that offending depends on energising, directing, inhibiting, 
decision-making and social learning processes. Importantly, he noted that the 
interrelationships among social problems also make it hard to know which 
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factors are causes and which are the indicators. Farrington (1996) concludes 
that "problem children tend to produce more problem children" (Farrington, in 
Hawkins (ed. ), 1996: 129), and that focusing on early development in the first 
few years of life is required, to tackle the roots of crime 
As can be seen, there appears to be some of the rational choice perspective 
present in his theory. However there still exists the possibility that not all 
individuals necessarily knowingly make decisions about their behaviour (in a 
decision-making process). Some behaviour may be seen as a reaction to 
something (for example, see Lemert, 1967), or indeed may be constrained. 
For example, the tendency to immediate rather than deferred gratification 
Farrington mentions as a characteristic of working-class culture may simply 
reflect the lack of resources available. Thus, where a need is immediate (for 
example, where people are starving) there is no option to defer gratification. 
Literature on Violent Offending 
Reviewing literature on violent offending specifically, we turn to theories of 
violence, including subcultural and social learning theory, and Athens' 
interpretive approach to violence. Following on from the theories of violence 
are findings on other factors related to violent offending emerging from the 
literature, like the effects of violent victimisation and abuse, masculinity, 
gender, and group effects on violence, as well as an interpretive approach as 
presented by Athens in his work 'Violent Criminal Acts and Actors'. These 
factors will later be tested as part of the data analysis contained in chapters 
four and five. 
The Issue of Juvenile Violence 
Marshall and Webb (1993), identified three distinct types of research in 
studying the issue of juvenile violence. The first approach includes studies 
conducted in the tradition of the subculture of violence such as those of 
Wolfgang and Ferracuti (1967). The second focuses itself upon the idea of 
'violence begets violence' and social learning theory. The third method of 
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analysing violent offending comes in the form of self-report studies. These 
studies provide estimates of the incidence and prevalence of delinquency (this 
includes violence). Self-report studies also provide data on the correlates of 
violent delinquency, looking also toward attitudinal factors. The Home Office 
study used for this research is based on a self-report survey methodology. 
Wolfgang & Ferracutils (1967) 'Subculture of Violence' 
Wolfgang & Ferracuti's (1967) work presumed the existence of a subculture of 
violence (where violence is part of the normative expectations governing 
everyday behaviour). According to this view, members of these groups have 
widely shared attitudes and beliefs that are favourable to aggression. Sections 
of the lower-class, and youths in urban ghettos are believed to hold violence- 
favouring beliefs, which, for this school of thought, explains their higher 
involvement in violent crimes. This sulbcultural theory, despite possessing 
considerable appeal, has attracted some criticism because an emerging body 
of research suggests that regional and racial subcultures of violence either do 
not exist or, if they do, may have little impact on violent crime rates (see 
Marshall and Webb, 1994). Most importantly, subcultural accounts cannot 
explain interpersonal violence by people outside the subculture, such as 
domestic violence, or violence embedded in traditions of institutions not part 
of the lower-class environment such as 'hazing' and other violent rituals in 
public schools. 
'Violence Begets Violence' Research 
Much psychological study has been carried out on this area with inconsistent 
or inconclusive findings with particular reference to violent television shows, 
cartoons, movies, rap songs, pornography, sporting events, wars, and 
executions. Childhood violence experiences and later violent behaviour has 
been of more immediate importance. Widom (1992) has shown associations 
between exposure to violence as a child, or growing up in a socially 
disorganised family environment and violent delinquency, spouse abuse, child 
abuse, and adult violent crime. In a study of 1575 individuals followed from 
childhood to adulthood, Widom (1992) found that being abused or neglected 
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as a child increased the likelihood of arrest for a violent crime by 38 percent. 
According to Fagan and Wexler (1987), there is ample evidence to suggest 
that "violence begets violence" and that it is passed through the generations. 
They conclude however, that " ... what remains unknown is exactly how this 
socialisation to violence occurs ...... .. how it is mediated by other structures or 
processes [than the family] during adolescence" (1987: 645). 
Social-learning Theory 
Bandura's Social Learning Theory 
Bandura (11973), reported that people learn aggressive behaviour through the 
process known as modelling, which involves the observation of behaviour and 
its consequences in other people. In this regard Bandura's theory is a social 
learning theory. The theory was tested in a social psychological experiment 
where children were observed watching an adult (the model) playing with 
toys. The experiment showed the adult acting aggressively towards the toy (a 
Bobo doll) both in real life and in a video, whilst a control group of children 
were made to watch an adult playing quietly with the toy. In the second stage 
of the experiment, the adult is seen to receive a positive sanction or none at 
all from the experimenter and the children are then allowed to play with the 
toys themselves. Bandura found that the children imitated the adult's 
behaviour when they saw it as being rewarded (irrespective of whether it was 
viewed on television or not). Other studies using more realistic television 
footage (McCarthy et aL, 1975) confirmed Bandura's finding that there is a 
positive association between viewing violent television programmes and 
behaving aggressively. 
Television Violence 
Corroborating the social learning view, Beckman (1996) argued that because 
children are visual learners, they tend to model both positive and negative 
behaviours that they witness. For Beckman (1996), children watching violent 
television viewed the acceptance of aggressive behaviour, even if this 
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aggressive behaviour was performed by the 'good guys'. Therefore, for 
Beckman, children are learning that the way to resolve conflict is through 
violence. They observed that this is also considered acceptable. As noted, 
"when children watch the superheroes beating up the villains with violence, 
they learn that fighting is the preferred method of conflict resolution" 
(Beckman, 1996: 2). 
For Smith (1993), the overall patterns of research findings indicated a positive 
association between television violence and aggressive behaviour, and that 
the violence portrayed on television influenced the attitudes and behaviour of 
children watching it. 
Using Signorielli (1991), Smith cites 
"Most of the scientific evidence ... reveals a relationship between television and aggressive behaviour. While few would say that there 
is absolute proof that watching television caused aggressive 
behaviour, the overall cumulative weight of all the studies give 
credence to the position that they are related. Essentially, television 
violence is one of the things that may lead to aggressive, antisocial, 
or criminal behaviour; it does, however, usually work in conjunction 
with other factors. As aptly put by Dorr & Kovaric (1980), television 
violence may influence 'some of the people some of the time" 
(Signorielli, 1991, in Smith, 1993: 2). 
Violent Criminal Acts and Actors 
In 'Violent Criminal Acts and Actors Revisited' (1997), Athens presents an 
alternative conceptual isation of violence using the interpretive approach as 
developed by Mead (in Reck, ed., 1964), and Blumer (1975), where he argues 
against the positivist domination of the subject of violent criminality: 
"By their very design, however, positivistic approaches are unable to 
account for human action as situated and human beings as acting 
units (see Blumer 1969, pp. 55-57,132-39). As previously noted, 
these approaches reduce the study of human action to the empirical 
examination of antecedent factors or their indicators or correlates 
and their end product - overt conduct. Studies based on such 
approaches ignore individuals' interpretations of the situations in 
which they act and as a result completely omit the part that human 
beings play in the organisation of their actions. Thus no empirical 
findings are provided on the process by which individuals interpret a 
situation as calling for a certain course of action on their part and 
then carry out that course of action. Yet without detailed knowledge 
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of the interpretive process, human action cannot be adequately 
explained" (Athens, 1997: 25). 
In using the interpretive approach Athens (1997) attempts to gain an 
understanding of the actors' interpretation of violent situations by asking 
offenders what happened during the situations in which the crimes were 
committed, and what the actors "thought and felt as these situations unfolded" 
(Athens, 1997: 33). 
From the interviews, Athens (1997) identified four distinct interpretations of 
the violent event: physically defensive, frustrative, malefic and frustrative- 
malefic interpretations. 
From the interviews Athens (1997) concluded that people will commit violent 
acts only after they have formed violent interpretations of the situations 
confronting them. Athens (1997) also concluded that because the violent 
interpretations that individuals form have variable outcomes, violent criminal 
acts are not compulsive actions that once started, can never be stopped. 
In terms of self images, Athens (1997) identified three types of violent self 
images present in criminal actors: violent, incipiently violent, and non-violent. 
For Athens, these self images "are always congruent with the types of 
interpretations that they form of the situations in which they commit violent 
criminal acts" (Athens, 1997: 98). This means that people who possess non- 
violent self-images will commit violent acts only in situations where they feel 
physically threatened. The different self-images dictate the possibility of 
violence, which is also affected by the 'generalised other', who may change 
over time, and who is seen to play a significant part in maintaining the self- 
image. 
For Athens (1997), those who hold violent self-images have an 'unmitigated 
violent generalised other', that is, another person who provides the actor with 
"pronounced and categorical moral support for acting violently toward other 
people" (Athens, 1997: 99). In contrast to those who hold violent self-images, 
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persons who hold incipiently violent self-images have a 'mitigated violent 
generalised other', who provides them with "pronounced, but limited, 
categorical moral support for acting violently toward other people, except in 
the case of defending themselves or intimates from physical support" (Athens, 
1997: 99). 
Athens (1997) suggests that it is the actors with violent 'generalised others' 
who are at the heart of the violent crime problem. As they put it: 
"Not only do they commit the great bulk of serious violent criminal 
acts, but even as victims they often precipitate those that they do 
not commit. That is, after forming one of the offensive violent 
interpretations -a frustrative, a malefic, or a frustrative-malefic one - 
they make physically threatening gestures toward people with 
nonviolent generalised others who then commit violent crimes as a 
result of forming physically defensive interpretations. In this way 
people with violent generalised others are responsible for the violent 
criminal acts committed by people with nonviolent ones. " (Athens, 
1997: 100). 
As can be seen, Athens (1997) is responsible for producing an important 
contribution to the analysis of violence through the use of the interpretive 
approach, offering an alternative conceptual isation of the phenomena. This 
does not mean that Athens' work does not have serious shortcomings 
however. As Hobbs' (1998) review of Athens notes "if Athens is right that self 
image is related to action, why, even in situations interpreted as physically 
defensive, do those with nonviolent self images engage in violence? . 
Possibly more worryingly, Hobbs criticises Athens because "the literature 
review remains wanting, and the attempt to consider the material world that 
violent criminals inhabit, rapidly degenerates into a sloppy discussion of 
'phantom communities'. " (Hobbs, 1998). 
Theories Summary 
Regarding anomie and social disorganisation theories, it appears that the 
main influence for these theorists are factors existing on a macro level 
(beyond the individual and their peers) acting on a person at an individual 
level. People feel distanced from mainstream society through economic 
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hardship or marginalisation and might continue to attain the goals presented 
to society, but through alternative, possibly non-legitimate means. Question 
marks still remain over how exactly wider social conditions translate into 
behaviour on an individual level. 
Differential association, in contrast can be described as a social learning 
theory, whereby learning is determined by associations with deviant groups, 
influenced by the frequency and consistency of the individual's contact with 
the deviant group. These associations tend to favour rule breaking and 
criminal deviancy, and the origins lie in cultural conflict. The main problem 
with this theory however, is that the research coming from differential 
association theorists fail to distinguish between what might be described as a 
differential association effect and the possibility that it is just that young 
people prone to delinquency seek out like-minded people (birds of a feather, 
so to speak). 
Class based theories are similar to anomie theories in that these theorists 
concentrate on the social nature of delinquency, but argue that delinquency is 
largely a lower-class male act. Some theorists in this tradition argue that 
there is a disjuncture between prevailing middle-class values and the lower- 
class backgrounds from which many people come, leading to a rejection of 
school and the values it is seen to represent. Other class based theorists tend 
to emphasise the effects of blocked economic aspirations which can cause 
poor self-concepts and frustrations. There have been some criticisms of 
(lower) class based theories, in that some theorists argue that delinquency is 
not simply a lower-class based act, and that the official rates of delinquency, 
which are regularly used to confirm these findings are simply reflections of the 
biases present in the criminal justice system more than anything else. 
Chambliss' (1973) work on the Saints and Roughnecks shows that 
delinquency is not an exclusively lower-class act. 
Control theories are amongst the most dominant theories in the public domain 
at the present moment, particularly in terms of international studies of self- 
reported delinquency (Barberet et al, forthcoming), though it is hoped that this 
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will evolve over time. These theorists assume that people must be controlled if 
delinquent tendencies are to be prevented. For control theorists, the search is 
for missing factors from a person's life (sometimes very narrow in their scope) 
which would otherwise act as protective factors against delinquency. A chief 
criticism of this theory is that it might be described as oversimplistic in that it 
can fall into a simple matter of determinism, which adds little to our 
understanding of the complexities of youthful offending. 
Farrington's theory suggests that the main factors behind delinquency focus 
around antisocial tendencies, which depend on energising, directing and 
inhibiting processes, and the interaction between the individual and their 
social environment in what he describes as a decision making process. He 
links the deviant tendencies with poverty, arguing that poorer people think that 
they lead boring lives and are unable to defer immediate gratification. 
Other theories of delinquency related to subcultures of delinquency, social 
learning theory, and interpretative theories based on the interactionist 
tradition, all of which had something important to contribute. Probably the 
most important recent addition to theory is that from Athens (1997), where he 
argued that there were different interpretations of violence, from the actor's 
point of view which all end up manifesting themselves in the same way - 
through violence perpetration. For Athens (1997), people only commit violent 
acts after they have formed violent interpretations of the situations confronting 
them. The beauty of the Athens approach is that it provides a useful contrast 
to the overwhelming mass of positivist research in the area which still falls 
short of explaining the processes taking place around violence. 
Other Factors Emergent From the Literature 
Other theories emerging from the literature included victimisation, masculinity, 
and the issue of female violence. The following final section of the literature 
review presents some of the available literature on these other themes and 
related findings, which is also tested later on in the analysis chapters 
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(chapters four and five) to see how far they explain violent offending in this 
sample of young people. 
The Relationship Between Violent Victimisation and Violent, Offending 
Sparks et al (1977) found a significant association between self reporting of 
violent crime and violent victimisation, even when controlling for the effects of 
age. Corroborating this, Gottfredson (1984) confirmed an association between 
offending and victimisation, even when controls for age and place of 
residence were made. Those admitting to at least one violent offence were 7 
times more prone to personal victimisation than those who had not been 
involved in violence perpetration. Gottfredson (1984) noted that the observed 
correlation between victimisation and offending might also be influenced by 
the research method used, such that some respondents may answer to 
satisfy the perceived needs of the interviewer to hear about victimisation and 
offending. 
Because of the issue of temporal ordering, it is not possible to say from the 
British Crime Survey (BCS), the leading British victimisation study, that 
offending follows victimisation. Thus, there is no way to test (under these 
circumstances) the hypothesis that victimisation itself is in some way 
criminogenic. However, the BCS does help us to understand that offenders 
and victims are by no means mutually exclusive groups. For example, some 
minor transgressions were reported by victims in the 1984 survey. 
Regarding the offend ing/victi m isation relationship, BCS research reports that 
offenders and victims of street violence not only are the "same sort of people" 
- for example, 2/3 of those who attacked 16-24 year olds were in the same 
age group (Davidoff & Greenhorn, 1991) - but actually are the same people 
(Levi, 1994: 325). 
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Exposure to Violence and Abuse 
Fergusson and Lynskey (1997) found that young people reporting exposure to 
harsh or abusive treatment during childhood had elevated rates of juvenile 
offending, substance abuse and mental health problems. 
Their subsequent logistic regression analysis showed that much of the 
elevated risks shown 'by this group was explained by social and contextual 
factors that were associated with patterns of childhood punishment or 
mistreatment. Even after controlling for other "confounding factors" (social, 
family, and related factors), those reporting harsh or abusive childhood 
experiences had increased risks of violent offending, suicide attempts, being 
the victim of violence and alcohol abuse. 
They concluded that those exposed to harsh or abusive treatment during 
childhood are an 'at risk' population for juvenile delinquency, substance 
abuse, and mental health problems, and that much of this elevated risk arises 
from the social context within which harsh or abusive treatment occurs. 
Because the data within this study does not contain any variables 
operationalising harsh or abusive treatment as a child, it is unfortunately not 
possible to directly test the possibility, though it should be borne in mind. 
Sex/Masculinity 
As is well known, juvenile violence is a predominantly masculine 
phenomenon. The 1992 arrest rate for England and Wales showed that the 
male rate surpassed the female rate by approximately 14: 1 for robbery, and 
6: 1 for aggravated assault (Newburn and Stanko, 1994). Many observers, 
however, have found that increasingly girls have become violent offenders 
during recent years. This observation is backed up by Official Criminal 
Statistics in England and Wales, representing an overall increase in arrests of 
juvenile females for violent offences (violence against the person) from 5,600 
in 1982 to 9,700 in 1992, showing a percentage increase of approximately 73 
percent. This is in contrast to the male arrest rate between 1982 and 1992 
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which rose from 52,700 to 57,300, a percentage increase of approximately 9 
percent. It is important to note that the raw numbers still show a greater 
increase in male offending during that time period. Sutherland and Cressey 
(1978) are of the opinion that "sex status is of greater statistical significance in 
differentiating criminals from non-criminals than any other trait. If you were 
asked to use a single trait to predict which children in a town of 10,000 people 
would become criminals, you would make fewer mistakes if you chose sex 
status as the trait and predicted criminality for the males and non-criminality 
for the females. " (Sutherland and Cressey, 1978: 130, in Newburn & Stanko, 
eds. 1994) 
In theorising about interpersonal violence, Moore (1994) argues that sexuality 
is intimately connected with power in such a way that power and force are 
themselves sexualised, that is they are inscribed with gender difference and 
gender hierarchy. Moore notes that femininity and masculinity cannot be 
taken as singular fixed features which are exclusively located in women and 
men. Women and men come to have different understandings of themselves 
as gendered persons because they are differentially positioned with regard to 
discourses concerning gender and sexuality, and they take up different 
positions within those discourses. 
Moore suggests that we move our attention from imagining violence as a 
breakdown in the social order, to seeing it as "the sign of a struggle for the 
maintenance of certain fantasies of identity and power" (Moore, 1994: 154). 
The 'Trouble with Boys' 
In an exploration of the 'death' of childhood, specifically around the gendering 
of a debate around youth and crime which has taken place in Britain during 
the 1990s, Collier (1998) argued that there exist both continuities and 
revealing differences in the ways in which cultural mappings of a relationship 
between the masculinities of boys, male youth and crime have historically 
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informed the constitution of specific criminalised subjects and populations. 
(Collier, 1998: 67) 
He states: 
"... a particular manifestation of the idea that there is a crisis 'within' 
or'of' young men's masculinity has, at the present moment, become 
emblematic of some more general changes and anxieties 
surrounding questions of stability, integration and the social bond 
within the conditions of late modern ity/postm od ern ity. These 
changes have resulted, I shall suggest, in a heightened form of 
criminalisation and vilification of specific populations" (Collier, 1998: 
68) 
Collier (1998) suggested that the 'trouble with boys' thesis has come to 
embrace a complex range of themes and issues around questions of social, 
economic, cultural and political change at the end of the 20th century. Of 
particular prominence have been violent offences committed by young men. 
Collier (1998) questioned the assumptions being made about men, youth and 
crime and how they related to the understandings of sociologically based 
criminology. He reports that is possible to make a number of observations on 
work, class and the family in relation to masculinities (Collier, 1998: 74). 
For Collier (1998), work is a key reference point through which men's 
subjectivities are understood. Without work, and in particular without an 
appropriate initiation into work, the transition from childhood/youth to male 
adulthood is rendered problematic. 
It is taken as axiomatic that the central activity of the men under scrutiny is, or 
should be, paid employment, although Collier (1998) remarks that such 
notions about the effect of unemployment on crime cannot be sustained when 
it is female crime which is the object of study (Naffine and Gale, 1989) 
(Collier, 1998: 75). 
Regarding class, within sociologically based criminology, Collier (1998) 
observes that a range of masculinities have been generally constituted 
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through, and differentiated from each other, in terms of a core division 
between lower/working- and middle-class youth. It is the working-class young 
men and boys who are depicted as experiencing a series of 'absences', not 
just of monetary resources but also the related impoverishments of 
educational qualifications, fulfilling and rewarding employment, self-respect, 
interpersonal skills and 'appropriate' cultural values (like caution) and delayed 
gratification. Judged against a middle-class cultural norm, working class youth 
cultures appear as 'delinquent solutions' (Downes, 1966), serving the function 
of strengthening class-based identities which are formed in subcultural 
identification and in leisure consumption (Collier, 1998: 75). 
Also, implied by the association between masculinity, limited employment 
opportunities and crime, is a presumed disassociation of young men from the 
field of the familial running alongside "a simultaneous analytic privileging of 
relationships between men" (Collier, 1998: 76). This is in contrast to women 
and girls, who appear peripherally as wives, mothers and girlfriends (Smart, 
1977) - in other words, as familial(ised) individuals. The masculine subject is 
thus constituted through reference to other (non-familial/affective) 
associations. Collier (1998) suggests that it is the very lack of familial ties 
which can become the mark of the 'truly' masculine man. 
"if this masculine subject is dissociated from the world of women 
and children, therefore, it is also clear that relations with other men 
have assumed a central place in the constructing of this dominant 
masculinity. The inter-subjective processes of peer pressure, being 
6 seen' to be 'tough' ands so forth, is far from straightforward and can 
usefully be seen in terms of the complex, contested and always 
negotiated dynamics of intra-male relationships. The psycho-social 
contours of these relationships, however, do not stand apart from 
questions of heterosexuality. They are played out in terms of 
hierarchies between men which mediate a performativity ('looking 
hard') which has been structured around the avoidance of 'being 
seen' as that which is the apotheosis of the 'not masculine': being, 
that is, 'homosexual', being 'womanly' (being a girl, a 'puff, a 'fag', 
and so forth, the routine and pervasive derogations of hetero- 
masculine culture)" (Collier, 1998: 77). 
There are a number of apparently gendered variables (like weapons carrying) 
which may show up the masculine element to these activities, some of which 
are covered in greater detail in the multivariate analysis chapter (chapter 5). 
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For Collier (1998), the 'trouble with boys' is not just a simple matter of juvenile 
delinquency anymore. It embraces the collapse of marriage (or rather a pool 
of marriageable men), the undermining of the family and, ultimately, a threat 
to sociality itself - the 'death' of childhood. He states that the framing of 
debates around boys, schooling and urban disorder through reference to the 
crisis of masculinity transcends the sphere of crime and criminality, as "it 
draws on the wider shifts in cultural configurations of sex/gender through 
which understandings of the masculine are at present being reconstituted. 
Underlying such a transition, and the debates around youth which have 
accompanied it, has been a reluctance to address the sexed specificity of 
crime and to regard the child as fully human" (Collier, 1998: 100). 
Collier suggests that questions of sex/gender may not necessarily be the most 
significant in seeking to understand crime in any specific context: 
"At the present moment, I have argued, the 'dangerous' 
masculinities of working-class and underclass youth are in fact 
mediating complex concerns around the economy, the family, the 
idea of the social and this seemingly ubiquitous concept of the 
I crisis of masculinity"' (Collier, 1998: 175). 
He argues that across socio-economic groups the judgement of 'manliness' 
has become 'dispersed', 'fragmented' and 'de-traditionalised. Thus, its 
meaning has come to be disembedded from what were once (or at least 
appeared to be) established sources of masculine identity (the 'good father', 
the breadwinner, the sexually potent man and so forth) (Collier, 1998: 176). 
Within this process, Collier (1998) argues that crime has had a powerful, 
symbolic significance, enmeshed with the ways in which the crisis of 
masculinity discourse has become a catch-all term, bound up with the 
transitions and tensions marking the time known as'post' or'late' modernity. 
"The idea of the 'crisis of masculinity', I have argued, is an 
essentially contested notion which has facilitated and been 
mobilised within some politically diverse interpretations of the 
men/crime relation. Whatever it may mean for criminology at the 
turn of the century to seek to 'take masculinity seriously', it is 
essential that it address the double edged and potentially 
reactionary nature of the ways in which these ideas of masculine 
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'crisis' and 'renewal' are presently being articulated in debates 
around men's crimes and criminality" (Collier, 1998: 176). 
Thus, Collier (1988) concludes that it is misleading to construct men as 
'criminal' or, indeed, as 'non-criminal' social subjects in such a way as to 
presume a simple association between biological men and an oppressive 
identity (or, indeed, a 'hegemonic' masculinity). Nor can it be presumed that 
this identity relates un problematically to a range of activities which may be 
considered 'masculine' in any particular context. What is necessary, he writes, 
"is to address the ways in which, and the kinds of bodies on which, specific 
subjectivities are constituted at particular historical moments" (Collier, 1998: 
177). 
Group Effects 
Gang Masculinities 
Hagedorn, in his 1998 work 'Frat Boys, Bossmen, Studs, and Gentlemen. A 
Typology of Gang Masculinities' describes the variation in conceptions of 
masculinity by drug dealing gang men. For the author, the literature on 
masculinities has all too often stereotyped gang men or street hustlers as one 
i ghetto' type, a 'badass' or some other 'ghetto-specific' stereotype. The 
'hypermasculinity' of inner city African-American and Latino males has been 
described by some researchers as a component of a deviant subculture, 
attitudes that are distinct from the cultural outlook of 'middle-class' white 
Americans (e. g. Katz, 1988; Miller, 1958). Hagedorn's (1998) research 
allowed 'gang' men to describe how they viewed their relationships with 
women, seen as one aspect of their overall self-concept of what it takes to 'be 
a man'. 
Gang Masculinities: Deviant or Mainstream? 
For Hagedorn (1998), social scientists differ on whether inner-city male 
concepts of what it takes to 'be a man' are deviant or not. For some, larger- 
than-life inner-city masculine behaviour represents internalised norms of 
deviance (Hagedorn, 1998: 154). 
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Hagedorn notes that 'masculinity, in the form of 'toughness, is one of the 
seven 'focal concerns' for Walter Miller's (1958) lower-class males. Miller 
(1958, discussed earlier) argued that the explanation for hypermasculinity in 
lower-class males was the dominance of mothers in single-parent households 
with an inevitable 'compulsive reaction-formation' by their sons. Adolescent 
boys rebelled from identification with their mother and formed male-only peer 
groups. For Miller, lower-class culture was considered as the key independent 
variable. 
Hagedorn (1998) also reports that others have seen ghetto masculinity 
differently. Cazenave (1981: 181) saw a 'tough guy' reputation as being 
earned not only in 'ghetto streets' but also in 'corporate suites'. For Cazenave 
(1981), underclass male behaviour differs from middle- or upper-class men's 
actions mainly due to the nature of the constraints and opportunities facing 
street corner men, not from basic differences in how to 'be a man'. In other 
words, "inner city-notions of masculinity are not part of a deviant subculture, 
but prime examples of American male cultural beliefs acted out in poverty- 
level conditions" (Hagedorn, 1998: 155). 
From Hagedorn's analysis of approximately 100 taped interviews, recorded 
between 1992 and '93 on drug selling gang members (60% African American; 
37% Latino; 3% White), it was found that the African American and Latino 
men did not perform a single 'sex role' in their relationships with women. 
Rather, they enacted four distinctly different conceptions of 'hegemonic 
masculinity', which are viewed as ideal types, with gang men moving between 
categories and changing over time: 
The 'Frat Boy' - Middle-class kids. 'Boys will be boys'; 
The 'Bossman' - Traditional patriarchal roles. 'You do as I say' attitude; 
The 'Stud' - Never really settled down. 'All women are bitches' attitude; 
The 'Gentleman' - Worshipping ladyhood. 'Women are to be protected' 
attitude. 
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Hagedorn (1998) found that there was insufficient evidence from their data to 
say definitively why some members became 'frat boys' and others 'studs', 
although it was suggested that the variation in roles "is likely to be rooted in 
the modelling of masculine roles in the family, early school experiences, peer 
interactions, and varying influences of the mass media" (Hagedorn, 1998: 
165). 
Hagedorn's findings support the earlier findings of Sampson and Laub (1993), 
who found that adult men tend to commit less crime when they are in a steady 
relationship, which in turn increases their probability of having a steady job, 
and decreases substance abuse. They also felt that less substance abuse 
also probably means less domestic violence. 
For Hagedorn (1998), describing how gang men vary can show these young 
men as people, not as stereotypes. As they put it "no lasting changes in public 
policy will be effected unless we somehow succeed in presenting gang 
members to the public as different kinds of living, breathing, human beings" 
(Hagedorn, 1998: 165). 
The Case of Female Gang Members 
Campbell (1995) notes that it is only recently that young women and 
participation in urban street gangs have received attention as a topic of study 
in their own right. In much of the early work on female gangs, a common 
theme emerged pertaining to the 'inappropriate' sex-role behaviour of female 
gang members. (Campbell, in Berger (ed. ), 1995: 371). 
These departures from 'appropriate' feminine behaviour were also seen as the 
surface manifestations of the wider problem of sexual promiscuity. However, 
the evidence for this was drawn from "a highly questionable source" - from the 
reports of male gang members (Campbell, in Berger (ed. ), 1995: 371). The 
sexual promiscuity of gang females was earlier highlighted in Cohen's (1955) 
study of lower-class delinquency. For Cohen (1955), these young women 
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expressed their rejection of the 'middle-class measuring rod' by freely 
dispensing sexual favours. 
For Campbell (1995), examination of the slim quantity of ethnographic work 
on delinquent and female gang members suggests that Cohen's (1955) theory 
does not apply. For Campbell (1995), the social talk of delinquent females 
generally shows that they not only reject sexual activities outside the context 
of a steady relationship but even reject friendship with 'loose' women whose 
reputation might contaminate them by association. 
Using data from Puerto Rican female gang members, Campbell (1995) shows 
how their sense of self as gang members is derived from their rejection of 
various aspects of membership of three interlocking societal identities: class, 
race and gender. Thus, they arrive at a female gang identity by default rather 
than by affirmation. 
"The fragmented and reactive nature of their self definition helps to 
make sense of many of the contradictions which are present in the 
social talk of the gang girl. By backing away from one aspect of an 
unassigned role, she may run the risk of being cast in another 
unacceptable role from which she must also extricate herself' 
(Campbell, in Berger (ed. ), 1995: 372). 
For Campbell (1995), the women accepted the desirability of some aspects of 
femininity, class or ethnicity, but rejected others. In short, they are saying to 
others that they are not that kind of woman, as opposed to not a woman at all. 
Additionally, female gang members were still faced with the difficulty of 
accounting for their own behaviour, which by their definitions was criminal. 
Campbell (1995) proposed that they did this by referring to the necessity of 
offences and the denial of responsibility. In relation to the necessity of 
offences, members often justified property offences by reference to a 
temporary financial crisis which had left them with no option (similar to 
Matza's vocabulary of motives, 1964). In relation to denial of responsibility, 
members argued that they were 'crazy' from drugs or alcohol when 
committing the act. 
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Also, members accounted for their gang's existence by pointing out the 
jungle-like quality of city life. Members noted the high local crime rate and the 
need for some sort of protection for themselves and their children. 
"Frequently the presence of rival gangs was given as their raison 
d'6tre. They reasoned that since the other gang had 'hardware'they 
had no option but to arm themselves also. As they saw it, they 
represented a vigilante force on behalf not only of themselves but of 
friends and neighbours too. In this regard, they felt a sense of co- 
operative rivalry with the police" (Campbell, in Berger (ed. ), 1995: 
380). 
Campbell (1995) concluded that any examination of self-concept clearly must 
include attention to the management of appropriate male or female identity. 
She observes that it is a disservice to females in gangs not to recognise other 
features of their self-identity, and that these women are stigmatised by 
ethnicity and poverty as well as by their gender. 
Similar to the situation of some males, by virtue of their marginal position, 
both economically and socially, these women lived their lives within a discrete 
geographical area, where the sources of influence and support are most likely 
to come from families, friends and neighbours. 'Without the opportunity to fulfil 
themselves in mainstream jobs beyond the ghetto, their sense of self must be 
won from others in the immediate environment" (Campbell, in Berger (ed. ) 
1995: 385). 
Women's Careers in Violent Crime 
Baskin and Sommers (1998) note that criminologists concerned with this 
issue had convinced the public that the problem of female violence was a 
small one, quoting statistics in which female offenders, especially those 
involved in violent street crime, made up a tiny proportion of the offender 
population. Figures provided by these criminologists showed that in any crime 
category, the female rate of violence never exceeded one-quarter of the male 
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rate and that men were seven times more likely than women to be arrested for 
a violent crime. With these data, Baskin and Sommers (1998) argue that the 
majority of criminologists who write about female offending 'prove' the 
insignificance of female involvement. 
For them, these criminologists had developed theories and perspectives that 
explained away the 'offender' label and instead left women who were involved 
in violent street crime with the dubious distinction of being 'victims' (Chesney- 
Lind and Shelden, 1992). 
"Causal blame for all female involvement in street crime was placed 
on fathers, brothers, lovers, pimps, and others who 'coerced' the 
women into participation. Thus if men did not physically and 
sexually abuse their daughters, forcing them to run away and into a 
life of crime for survival; if girlfriends and wives were not turned into 
accomplices, prostitutes or drug addicts desperate to do anything 
for a fix or for love; or if these men just did not abandon their 
families, leaving women with no other options but to commit crime in 
order to support children, then Donna Reeds they would all be. That 
was what these criminologists would have us believe" (Baskin & 
Sommers, 1998: 2). 
From their research, Baskin & Sommers (1998) found that although some 
women continue to be forced into violent offending by their significant others 
or by circumstances related to drug addiction or single parenthood, a growing 
number of women have found themselves pulled into violent street crime by 
the same forces that affect their male counterparts. Combinations of 
individual-level as well as peer, school and other socialising influences, such 
as neighbourhood changes, have been pulling an increasing number of 
underclass women in New York City into the ranks of violent offending. 
Baskin and Sommers (1998) found that violence may be seen as a strategy 
whereby individuals adapt so as to cope with social and economic deprivation 
of an extreme nature, and (as they put it) "the adverse reactions of individuals 
to perceptions of their deprivation and isolation from conventional economic 
opportunities" (Baskin and Sommers, 1998: 27). 
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Their findings also indicated that the concentration of poverty is positively 
associated with the level of criminal activity. The average numbers of official 
arrests for robbery, assault, and total violent offences, were significantly 
higher for women from high concentration of poverty neighbourhoods than for 
their counterparts in two other neighbourhood subgroups 
Their data showed that 69 percent of the African-American female offenders 
lived in areas characterised by high concentrations of poverty, whereas only 
20 and 11 percent of Hispanic and white women, respectively, lived in such 
neighbourhoods. Their results suggest that regardless of race, women from 
high concentration of poverty neighbourhoods are involved disproportionately 
in violent crime. African-American women however, are significantly more 
likely to reside in these neighbourhoods (in the USA) compared to Hispanic or 
white women. Consequently, as they state "it is not surprising to find higher 
levels of black female involvement in non-domestic violent crimes" (Baskin 
and Sommers, 1998: 28). 
Their findings are not surprising, given the things already known about 'race', 
ethnicity, poverty and crime. The element that Baskin and Sommers were not 
able to shed further light on was exactly how residence in areas characterised 
by high concentrations of poverty influences women's 'decisions' (Baskin and 
Sommers, 1998: 28) to participate in crime. 
Baskin and Sommers'Context of Violence 
From the women's accounts in Baskin and Sommers' (1998) study, it 
appeared that violent female offenders were not one homogenous group. In 
addition to differences in the underlying motivation or meaning of violence, 
there were different behavioural patterns within the group of women with 
whom Baskin and Sommers spoke. Women who were involved in robbery, 
particularly robbery and assault, were disproportionately involved in other 
criminal activities, particularly in drug sales, and were more deeply 
entrenched in addictive drug use. (Baskin and Sommers, 1998: 124). Further, 
community levels of 'family dysfunction', 'economic and social dislocation', as 
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well as the presence of 'illegitimate opportunity structures' provided the 
landscape for the lifestyles and routing activities that were related to the 
women's participation in violent street crime. (Baskin and Sommers, 1998: 
126). 
They noted that their analysis does not imply that the women interviewed had 
no choice, nor does it attempt to absolve the women from responsibility for 
their actions, but claim only to indicate that, under certain conditions and in 
certain contexts, some women were more likely than not to choose to be 
involved in violent crime (Baskin and Sommers, 1998: 145). 
Baskin and Sommers (1998) also demonstrated that individual level factors 
related to the onset of violent crime patterns changed as youths progressed 
through adolescence. On the one hand, early initiation into violent crime was 
accompanied by participation in a wide variety of other offending behaviours 
and deviant lifestyles. On the other hand, women who experienced a later 
onset of violent offending did so within the context of a criminal career that, up 
to the point of substance abuse, was more specialised and focused on 
typically non-violent, gender-congruent activities (e. g. prostitution or 
shoplifting) (Baskin & Sommers, 1998: 145). 
Their data also reaffirmed the importance of social factors in accounting for 
violent career patterns. The results suggested that initiation into violent street 
crime for the 170 study women was strongly influenced by their 
neighbourhood environment. They observed that the women in their study 
lived in some of the most severely distressed communities in New York City, 
where poverty and illegal opportunities combined with a weakening in the 
social control capabilities of neighbourhood institutions. Thus for Baskin and 
Sommers (1998), these women grew up in 'multiproblem households' where 
the absence of conventional role models, social support, and material 
resources had the combined effect of weakening the socialisation functions of 
the family. Many of their respondents experienced detachment from 
'conventional institutions' (like school, marriage, and employment), and by 
adulthood, most of these women were also deeply entrenched in substance 
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abuse and related deviant lifestyles. "In short, the women in our study 
operated within a 'daily-life environment' that closed into a prison of space 
and resources. Deficiencies in their neighbourhoods - limitations on mobility 
and the density and quality of social resources - clearly limited their potential, 
or their market capacity, and similarly, their access to more favourable 
environments" (Baskin and Sommers, 1998: 147). 
Naturally, in applying these findings to other countries, it is worth noting that 
there are some differences in the circumstances of people said to be living in 
an 'underclass' in the US and in the UK. Most notable is the differing health 
and welfare system, impacting most heavily on those people most deprived. 
In the US social resources are not available in the same way as they are in 
the UK (in terms of social welfare models). Also, due to the relative sizes of 
the two nations, patterns of geographical mobility might differ across the two 
nations. 
Literature Review Summary 
The previously mentioned theories provide a cursory overview on the extent 
of research into the phenomena of youth violence, and has attempted to 
provide partial views of the core sociological and criminological perspectives 
regarding these violent activities. 
Despite this mass of research, none of the core theories appears to provide 
adequate explanations in themselves as to why young people are drawn to 
offend in a violent manner. Having said that, this inadequacy should be 
expected, as complete, single-angled explanations might only serve to 
produce oversimplistic, deterministic explanations which in reality do little to 
add to our understanding of the experiences of violent offenders and victims. 
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Further, Farrington (in Hawkins, 1996: 105) argues: 
"In explaining the development of offending, a major problem is that 
most risk factors tend to coincide and be interrelated. For example, 
adolescents living in physically deteriorated and socially 
disorganised neighbourhoods disproportionately tend also to come 
from families with poor parental supervision and erratic parental 
discipline and tend also to have high impulsivity and low 
intelligence. The concentration and co-occurrence of these kinds of 
adversaries make it difficult to establish their independent, 
interactive, and sequential influences on offending and antisocial 
behaviour. Hence, any theory of the development of offending is 
inevitably speculative in the present state of knowledge" (Farrington, 
1996, in Hawkins (ed. ): 105). 
As Strasburg (1978) notes, researchers remain at a standstill regarding 
causation, and this is confirmed by the general findings. Violent behaviour 
emerges as a highly complex and multiply determined act. Violence appears, 
for the majority of cases to be occasional occurrences within a random pattern 
of delinquent behaviour, rather than a speciality of juveniles alone. Further, 
when committing a violent act, a delinquent is more likely to do so in company 
with at least one other person than alone. Boys are more likely to commit 
violent acts than females. Low self-esteem, lack of empathy, and limited 
frustration tolerance are described in some of the more psychological 
literature as typical of violent youths. Environmental factors are also said to 
play an important role both in developing these traits and in facilitating their 
expression through violence. Moore (11994), argues that the causes of 
violence are multiple, and "cannot be determined by a single set of 
determinants" (Moore, 1994: 38). 
Some literature also suggests that many if not most delinquents have learning 
problems (Strasburg, 1978). Specific learning disabilities may be an important 
factor, although existing research is inadequate to prove a causal association. 
Neither anomie/strain, differential association, lower-class-based, or control 
theories appear to fully explain the engagement of young people in violent or 
delinquent activity. Lowe r-cl ass- based theories emphasise class as an 
important factor. Anomie refers to a disjunction between goals and the means 
by which they achieve them, control theory concentrates on attachments to 
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society and missing influences from a person's life that maintain delinquent 
activity, and differential association focuses on the extent to which one 
interacts with others that "provide alternative role models, reinforcements and 
definitions" (Winfree et al., 1996: 154). All the main theories, therefore, appear 
to explain elements of juvenile delinquency. How far they go towards 
explaining violent offending specifically is examined in the remainder of this 
study. 
An associated problem with studying violence in the style of much previous 
research is that it tends to study events rather than processes. It might be 
argued that much research has been done on violence as an event, but not 
on violence as a process - that is, something that people move into and 
through, and which might change and alter before the thoughts manifest 
themselves in the form of behaviour. Indeed, a further limitation with these 
types of research is that it does not pick up on people who are going through 
a process of becoming violent, but have not committed any offences 
themselves (by keeping out of trouble, etc. ). Early intervention specialists 
might wish to consider committing research time and money on identifying 
areas where people are going through the process of becoming violent and 
targeting diversion strategies to prevent these feelings from reaching a point 
where violence is considered an appropriate form of expressive behaviour. 
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Chapter 3. Research Methodology 
"But now I've seen that something, just out of reach glowing, very holy grail" 
(Roxy Music, 1973). 
This chapter provides explanations of the methodological framework behind the 
Youth Lifestyles Survey. It briefly describes the design of the questionnaire and 
data collection method, the sampling methodology, response rates, and the 
representativeness and weighting of the sample. Following on from this is an 
assessment of the self-report survey method and officially recorded criminal 
statistics in general. The final sections of this chapter describe the quantitative 
analysis employed for this particular study. 
As with any piece of sociological research, decisions had to be made 
regarding the most appropriate methods and instruments used to fulfil the 
research aims. For this research it was originally decided that the quantitative 
data provided by the YLS should be supplemented by ýqualitative interview 
data to recontextualise the data and to bring the findings up-to-date. 
The interviews were required to collect accounts of peoples' experiences of 
violence, and would also have allowed for a moving away from the control 
perspective restrictions contained within the original questionnaire. 
Because quantitative data had already been collected, the purpose of 
collecting the additional information was not to generate more statistical 
output, but merely to qualify and recontextualise the findings from the YLS 
data. It was therefore not considered essential to interview a large number 
(say, more than thirty) of subjects for the purposes of this study. 
The interviews were to have focused themselves around four main questions: 
what are the respondents' experiences of violence, as a perpetrator, victim, or 
witness?; what was the context of violence?; what did the respondent think 
brought about the act of violence?; and, what do the respondents picture as 
violence? 
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Unfortunately, largely because of time restrictions, it was not possible to pursue 
this line of inquiry, though further research might wish to consider utilisation of 
these methods to aid further investigation into the social contexts of young 
people's lives. 
The Youth Lifestyles Survey 
The Research Instrument 
The Youth Lifestyles questionnaire is comprised of questions on social and 
demographic factors, self-reported drug use, offending, and contact with the 
police and criminal justice system (CJS). The questionnaire was based on a 
standard instrument developed for the International Self-Report Delinquency 
(ISRD) study by the Dutch Ministry of Justice, but differed in a few important 
respects. In order for the study to secure funding it needed to fulfil domestic 
policy requirements - thus a different questionnaire was required for use in the 
UK. 
The Youth Lifestyles questionnaire included a range of background questions on 
respondent lifestyles and covers additional offences like cheque and credit card 
fraud, insurance, tax and benefit fraud and motoring offences which were not 
included on the ISRD questionnaire (see full list of offences included in the 
'Young People and Crime'NLS survey, included 'here as Appendix 1). 
The section of the questionnaire on socio-demographic factors was conducted 
by employees of MORI (the external contractors of the project) face-to-face and 
took approximately half an hour to administer. The remainder of the 
questionnaire was self-completion. The entire questionnaire took on average, 
one hour to complete. 
Self-completion was the preferred method chosen for the self-reported drug use 
offending section to ensure confidentiality, to minimise the risk of concealment 
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or exaggeration, and to enable comparison with other countries also using this 
method. 
Shortcomings of this particular study 
Aside from the weaknesses of the self-report survey method, discussed in 
greater detail further on, there were some reasonably minor but notable 
problems in this study, one of which relates to the theoretical approaches taken 
in the survey (as briefly noted in chapter 1), whilst others relate to the issue of 
retrospective data use, offender numbers by sex, and types of violence studied. 
For example, it is difficult to assess what the effect of age on reports about 
people's lives might be when they were a particular age or below. People's 
opinions of how things were when, say, they were 16 might be quite different if 
they were asked at age 24 (thus reflecting upon their lives - retrospectively) 
instead of 16 (when they are in the middle of it, so to speak). 
In relation to non-response, one of the advantages of using the self-report 
method was offset by the fact that the interviewer was unable to check whether 
the respondent had completed every question. Thus, there exists the possibility 
that the level of non-completion in the drugs and offending self-completion 
booklets in particular, was higher than it might have been had these sections 
been administered by the interviewer. 
Also, because the sub-sample of active offenders was heavily skewed 
towards males (69 percent of active violent offenders in the sample were 
male), any statistical analysis will quite likely produce non-significant results 
for females simply because of the low base numbers, and in other instances, 
associations apparent in small samples of violent offenders might not be 
associated in larger samples, where sampling errors might be reduced. 
Another issue regarding the original survey is that it did not address any 
specific forms of violence committed by people, other than youth related 
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violence, like domestic, psychological or sexual violence, or violence against 
animals for example. This prevents any analysis of the hypothesis that those 
who harm others, do so in a much wider sense. Because of the needs of the 
original research brief these factors were not included. The original study did 
however allow for the investigation between violence against persons and 
against objects (like vandalism, for example), thus illuminating the potentially 
wider destructive element to violent offenders' actions. 
Finally, on a more general point, by focusing on individuals, through self-report 
survey and interviews, one is limiting the amount of information they can 
glean on issues relating to social processes, group activity and the social 
linkages potentially informing violent actions. 
Sampling 
The Youth Lifestyles Survey aimed to collect information from a representative 
cross-section of the population of 14-25 year olds in England and Wales, to look 
in detail at the characteristics of offenders and to make comparisons among 
different ethnic groups. In order to achieve these aims, three samples were 
drawn -a national random sample, a random sample drawn from high crime 
areas and a booster sample of ethnic minorities. Each of these three samples 
was generated by selecting households at random using the Postcode Address 
File (PAF). This method avoids some of the pitfalls of alternative sampling 
frames, such as the electoral register, which rely on individuals' voluntary 
registration and would also have excluded 14 to 17 year olds. Like any sample 
of households, however, it excludes a number of social groups, such as 
homeless people, those in residential care, Young Offender Institutions (YOls) 
and prisons. Despite this, the pre-selected random sample generates as near a 
truly random sample as possible, and tightly controls interviewer bias by giving 
interviewers no choice over where to interview. Information was also recorded 
by the interviewer on the time and date of their calls and up to four call-backs 
were made at an address before abandoning it as a non-contact. 
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The general sampling frame was selected from the Postcode Address File 
(PAF), finding respondents in the first instance by address, and the 
respondent chosen out of all the 14 to 25 year-olds living in the property was 
selected using a 'Kish' grid (by MORI, the external contractors). The use of 
the random sample in conjunction with the 'Kish' grid reduced any potential 
interviewer effect as it gave interviewers little choice as to who they could 
interview. The interviewer effect might otherwise have involved selecting only 
those respondents who appeared forthcoming or friendly to them. 
As mentioned earlier, the sampling frame used did not include a number of 
people not living in households, which may have skewed the results as those 
most likely to be the most frequent and serious violent offenders could have 
been incarcerated or on the streets, and as a result not picked up by the PAF. 
However, people excluded from the PAF were estimated to make up only 0.25 
percent of the general population (Graham and Bowling, 1995), and as such, 
it appeared unlikely that the exclusion of these people could influence the 
overall findings. 
The sample has added weights to account for the selection of the three 
samples. Where a postal address was a multiple household address, one 
household was selected at random, and where a household contained more 
than one 14 to 25 year-old, one person was selected at random. As a 
consequence, the samples tended to underestimate those respondents in 
multiple household addresses and households where there was more than 
one 14-25 year old. The weights were thus used to adjust for this bias caused 
by these selection techniques. More detailed information on the YLS 
methodology can be found in Graham and Bowling (1995). 
A total of 2,529 valid interviews were completed with 14 to 25 year olds (this is 
the sum of the core and ethnic booster samples shown in table 3.1 below), 
representing an overall response rate of 68.6 percent. Refusals accolunted for 
just over a half of those households where an interview was not conducted and 
non-contacts accounted for the rest (MORI, 1993). 
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Table 3.1. Breakdown of total population sample for the Youth Lifestyles 
Survey 
Sample Tota-In 
National Random Sample 893 
High Crime Sample 828 
Minority Ethnic Booster Sample 808 
Total base n (all samples) 2529 
Sample Representativeness 
The Youth Lifestyles sample has been compared here with other data sources 
to see how representative it was in relation to the general youth population at 
the time of the survey. A comparison between the age and sex breakdown of 
the national population Census and the survey's core sample indicated that 
younger respondents had been overrepresented whilst older respondents had 
been underrepresented in the sample. Compared with data from the Labour 
Force Survey (LFS) from the same time period, it was found that students, the 
unemployed, and those on Government Youth Training Schemes were 
underrepresented. A breakdown of occupation by ethnic group indicated that 
this skew in the sample was quite similar for all ethnic groups. Lower-class 
based theories of crime (like Cohen, 1955) imply that this underrepresentation 
would also skew the data away from populations more likely to engage in 
criminal or delinquent activity. 
Weighting 
As briefly mentioned earlier, weights were used to correct the data in the 
achieved sample for its deviation from a truly random sample. This comprised a 
'household weight' to up-weight cases where more than one household lived at 
an address (otherwise being under-represented in the sample), an individual or 
6 person weight' which up-weighted respondents selected in households with 
more than one person aged 14 to 25, and a third weight was used to down- 
weight the high crime sample and up-weight the random sample. These three 
weights were combined to make the national sample representative of young 
people in the national population. Additionally, when using the minority booster 
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sample the data has an added weight included to also correct for the 
oversampling of these groups. 
In order to analyse the national and high crime samples together it was also 
necessary for the original researchers to down-weight the high crime sample 
and up-weight the random sample in order to provide a greater approximation to 
the national population at the time. 
This combined sample comprises the core sample for the main analysis. I have 
chosen to use both the weighted and unweighted data in the presentation of the 
findings. In the tables, percentages will be presented weighted, alongside 
unweighted bases, in line with the presentation of data from the first and second 
Youth Lifestyles Surveys, and with the British Crime Surveys to ensure 
comparability with other data sources as well as with subsequent sweeps of the 
YLS. 
Table 3.2. Description of the sample by sex 
Variable Characteristic: Core Sample 
% (weighted) N (weighted) I% (unweighted) N (unweighted) 
Sex 
Female 
Male 
50.0 787 54.9 945 
50.0 787 45.1 776 
Valid base n 1574 1574 1721 1721 
All results based on valid cases. Core sample. Weighted and unweighted data 
A simple analysis of the core weighted and unweighted data illuminates the 
effects of the added weighting. As can be seen from the table above (table 3.2), 
after correcting the sample using the weighting variable, the sample is split 
evenly between males and females. This differs from the unweighted data, 
where there were approximately nine percent more females in the core sample. 
This analysis was conducted on all of the core lifestyle and demographic 
characteristics used in the first analysis chapter (chapter 4), and showed that 
apart from the small percentage point differences from the weighted data, the 
unweighted data produced very much the same trends as the weighted data. 
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The Self-Report Method 
Although the self-report method is accepted as a valid measure of delinquency, 
it has a number of limitations which may be summarised briefly. Firstly, as has 
been found from other self-report studies, non-responses tend to be quite high. 
This is compounded by missing data as a result of respondents failing to 
complete parts of the questionnaire. It is also the case that (as mentioned 
earlier) the sampling frame itself excludes those not included in the PAF as well 
as more transient populations who are not easily contactable athome'. Thus, as 
with other types of data, those individuals for whom self reports are not obtained 
may be heavily weighted towards those who are engaged in serious or frequent 
offending (Rutter & Giller, 1983). 
Secondly, the extent to which respondents conceal or exaggerate offending is 
very difficult to test fully (Mayhew & Elliot, 1990). Some respondents might be 
overly eager to satisfy the perceived needs of the interviewer to hear about 
offending. Others may be reluctant to reveal their offending to interviewers 
through lack of trust that their responses were really confidential, despite 
repeated reassurances to this effect on the part of interviewers. Evidence on 
the reliability of self-report data suggests that the number of people prepared 
to 'own up' to offending is lower than validity checks indicate offend 
(Hindelang et al, 1981). 
Evidence of concealment of offending and officially registered police contacts 
was found in the Netherlands by Junger (1989) who found that only 23 percent 
of boys who had an officially registered police contact in the past year admitted 
this contact. The evidence suggests that self-report studies in general tend to 
underestimate levels of both 'trivial' and 'serious' offences (Mayhew & Elliot, 
1990). 
Junger (1989) addresses the question of the validity of self-report data in her 
study of Dutch arrest data. In her opinion there is a discrepancy when 
comparing self-report data to officially recorded criminal statistics, especially 
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when looking at the offending of minority ethnic groups in the Netherlands. 
She argues that there exists a tendency for boys with official police contact 
not to admit to delinquent activities. Based on this, Junger concludes that 
arrest data provides the best indicator for comparing criminal involvement 
between ethnic groups. However, she has not attempted to look at the way 
the police, or other agents of social control, fit into this scheme (the interaction 
between the police, suspects and the CJS, deviancy amplification, etc. ), and 
this is one of the main criticisms of officially recorded statistics in general. 
Arrest data is often treated as objectively collected data in other words. 
Junger goes on to write that the problem is not that they (the suspects) want 
to conceal anything, but that they may have trouble in mentioning every crime 
having committed so many. 
Jupp (1989) also argues that it is also likely that admissions to certain crimes 
are overrepresented and that admissions to other crimes are 
underrep resented. "For example, there may be a tendency to report fully on 
trivial offences about which the police are unlikely to do anything and an 
unwillingness, despite assurances about anonymity and confidentiality, to 
admit to serious offences" (Jupp, 1989: 103). 
Further, there exists the problem that self-report studies have not typically 
drawn their samples from areas for which there are comparable crime 
statistics from the police, nor have they asked about offences committed in 
time periods for which statistics are collected. As Jupp (1989) recognises, one 
of the best comments that can be made of self-report surveys is that these 
surveys provide a means for challenging popular hypotheses which emerge 
from officially recorded data. As an example, Short and Nye (1958), produced 
data that questions the viewpoint that crime is a predominantly working-class 
phenomenon. Further, Box (1981) states that his self-report studies find that 
there is no more delinquency among the working class than amongst other 
social classes. 
Self-reported offending surveys constitute a second alternative (the first 
alternative being victimisation surveys) to the use of officially recorded 
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criminal statistics, and are able to cover detected and undetected offences 
(see also Bottomley & Pease, 1986: 21) even where there does not exist an 
identifiable victim (for example, fraud). As Hindelang et al (1981) point out, 
self-report surveys as such, avoid some of the biases present in the collection 
and processing of official criminal statistics by the police and criminal justice 
system (for example, in the operation of police discretion, deviancy 
amplification etc. ). 
Officially Recorded Criminal Statistics (ORCS) 
The data used most often to measure the extent and nature of crime, and to 
investigate the characteristics of criminals are, 'official' records - crimes 
recorded by the police, and persons found guilty of, or cautioned for, a 
criminal offence. These statistics on offending and offenders are the end point 
of a process, from the apprehension of a suspect through to the conviction of 
an offender. Consequently, as Tarling (1993) points out, inferences about 
offending and offenders which are based on individuals who pass through the 
criminal justice system may not apply to unrecorded offending or undetected 
offenders. As an alternative to officially recorded criminal statistics, 
victimisation surveys (like the BCS) provide estimates of unrecorded crime. 
However, results from victimisation surveys tend not to add to our knowledge 
of the background characteristics of offenders or their offending. 
Criminal statistics includes data on two aspects of crime and criminal activity: 
the extent of crime and the numbers of people committing criminal offences, 
and can provide a basis for decision making by governments at a national 
level. For example, the doubling of recorded burglary offences between 1977 
and 1987 gave rise to the growth of 'Neighbourhood Watch' schemes and 
also the formulation of crime prevention initiatives on a national scale, 
particularly directed at what were perceived as vulnerable groups in society 
(such as the elderly). However, Merton (1956) commented on the unreliability 
of officially recorded statistics and particularly their inability to account for the 
'dark figure of crime' - that is, crime which does not appear in official statistics. 
Another criticism of official statistics is that too much weight is given to them 
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as objective indicators of attributes of society and insufficient weight is given 
"to the way in which crime statistics are socially constructed" (Jupp, 1989: 92). 
The "institutionalist" (Jupp, 1989: 92) approach argues that official statistics 
are not more or less accurate measures of crime upon which to base causal 
explanations, but merely representations of individual and institutional policies 
and practices (as argued by Holdaway, 1983, and Baldwin and 
McConville, 1977). However, equally important is the influence of "everyday 
labels, definitions, social definitions and stereotypes which agents of the 
criminal justice system apply which result in some offences and some 
individuals becoming an official statistic and others not" (Jupp, 1989: 93). 
Cicourel (1976), argues that conventional use of officially recorded statistics 
"obscures the view that official statistics reflect socially organized activities 
divorced from the sociological theories used retrospectively for explaining the 
same statistics. Members of the community, law enforcement personnel, 
attorneys, judges, all respond to various behavioural or imputed symbolic or 
reported acts and events by juveniles with common-sense or lay conceptions, 
abstract legal rules, bureaucratic procedures and policies" (Cicourel, 1976: 
37. See also Kitsuse and Cicourel, 1963). 
Additionally, evidence from victim surveys indicates that much crime is not 
reported to the police, and even where it is, not all crime is officially recorded 
by police officers. As an example, Bottomley and Pease (1986), report 
research conducted by Sparks, Genn and Dodd (1977) who estimated that 
only about a third of offences reported to the police find their way into official 
statistics. Part of the reason for this gap between crime that is reported and 
crime that is recorded can be located in the discretion which individual police 
officers exercise in their everyday work. This discretion operated by the police 
may therefore "be the outcome of subjective assessments as to, say, the 
seriousness of the act, the nature of the individual concerned or the likelihood 
of achieving a conviction. The way in which such discretion is exercised can 
be officer-specific but is also likely to be influenced by the custom and 
practice of the 'cop-culture' of which he or she is part" (Jupp, 1989,96). 
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Radical theorists argue against the commonly held view that crime is a class 
based issue by stressing that official statistics are the outcomes of class 
relations, in that working-class people are overrepresented in statistics (both 
in terms of the forces eliciting their criminal actions and also in terms of state 
criminalisation) and that 'crimes of the powerful' (Pearce, 1976) are 
underrepresented (either because their actions are not criminalised or 
because they can avoid detection or prosecution). 
Further problems with official statistics emerge as Mayhew et al (1989) point 
out: only a tenth of incidents are recorded by the police, and in only a tenth of 
these incidents is an arrest made. Officially recorded statistics are therefore 
unrepresentative in their reporting of crimes. Also, there exists the possibility 
that the police treat different groups in society in differing ways, thus being 
differentially reflected in official records. Bowling (1990), stated that there are 
implicit links (made) between "race, legality, criminality and drugs" (Bowling, 
1990: 483). 
The relationship between official data and 'actual crime' has been explored at 
length (e. g. Mayhew et al, 1989, Bottomley and Pease, 1986, Box, 1981, 
Downes and Rock, 1988, and Hall et al, 1978) and the findings have agreed 
with the critique of official data as summed up by Chambliss and Nagasawa 
(in Bowling, 1990: 488) "The notion that official statistics provide a reliable 
index of either actual or relative involvement in delinquent acts is quite 
wrong". Further, Bottomley and Pease (as quoted in Bowling, 1990: 488), with 
reference to 'race' state that "It is especially dangerous to reach conclusions 
about offender race from statistics from recorded crime". 
Officially recorded statistics can provide a basis for estimating the true extent 
of crime and can be used to explain crime in terms of the background 
characteristics of known offenders or the social features of geographical 
areas. However, as can be seen from the preceding discussion, it is 
dangerous to use crime statistics by themselves to make assertions about 
crime in society or about the operation of the criminal justice system. As Jupp 
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(1989) remarks, "The value of criminal statistics lies not in the statistics 
themselves but in the questions which different theoretical positions (positions 
which cluster around realist, institutionalist and radical approaches) ask of 
such statistics" (Jupp, 1989: 108). 
Despite the aforementioned differences between ORCS and self-report 
surveys, Tarling (1993) notes that correspondence between the numbers of 
people counted by self-report studies and official data (as in arrest or court 
records) is improving over time. 
Non-Completion 
This section examines the rates of non-completion for the drugs and offending 
booklets included in the Youth Lifestyles questionnaire. The interviewer 
completed section of the questionnaire is not examined because since the 
interviewer administered the questionnaire, all respondents completed the forms 
and thus there was no non-completion. The booklets followed on from the main 
interviewer administered lifestyles section, and preceded the in-depth factsheet 
questions. The booklets were self-completion for confidentiality. 
Tables 3.3 to 3.5 presents the rates of non-completion for the drugs and 
offending booklets by age, sex and ethnic group. For the sample as a whole, 
approximately six percent of those interviewed failed to answer the questions on 
drug use and seven percent on offending behaviour. 
Table 3.3. Non-completion by age 
Age 
Missing for: 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 Total 
Drugs Booklet % 5.9 6.2 5.8 6.6 6.0 5.8 4.1 6.9 4.6 7.9 8.4 8.3 6.3 
n 13 17 16 16 12 12 8 15 9 13 14 13 159 
Offending % 6.3 8.4 6.8 8.3 6.5 6.3 5.1 7.4 4.6 7.9 8.9 8.2 7.1 
Booklet 
n 14 23 19 20 13 13 10 16 9 13 16 13 179 
All samples. Ns are actual Ns not totals. 
Table 3.3, above, indicates that there is some variation in the non-completion 
rates for different age groups. Older respondents had higher non-completion 
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rates than younger respondents for the drugs booklet, but this trend was not 
apparent for the offending booklet. Table 3.4 (below) presents results that show 
a slightly higher non-completion rate for females than males for both the drugs 
and offending booklets. 
Table 3.4. Non-completion by sex 
Missing for Male 
Sex 
Female Total 
'Drugs Booklet % 5.8 6.8 6.3 
n 78 81 159 
Offending Booklet % 6.4 7.8 7.1 
n 86 93 179 
All samples. Ns are actual Ns not totals. 
Table 3.5 (below) shows that highest rates of non-completion of the drugs 
booklet were found amongst Bangladeshi respondents (18.5 percent non- 
completion). Lowest non-completion rates for this booklet were found amongst 
I white' respondents (2.8 percent non-com pletion). 
Table 3.5. Non-completion by ethnic group 
Ethnic group 
Missing for White Black Indian Pakistani Bangladeshi Other Total 
Drugs Booklet % 2.8 7.9 9.5 16.5 18.5 7.9 6.3 
n 43 17 22 41 24 12 159 
Offending Booklet % 3.6 8.8 10.0 17.3 20.0 8.6 7.1 
n 55 19 23 43 26 13 179 
All Samples. Ns are actual Ns not totals. 
Similar to the drugs booklet, Bangladeshi respondents also had highest non- 
completion rates for the offending booklets (20 percent non-com pletion), whilst 
'white' respondents experienced lowest rates of non-completion for the same 
booklet (3.6 percent non-com pletion). 
It could be argued that some of the non-completion for the 'Asian' sample may 
be explained by language difficulties, as those who reported difficulty reading 
English were less likely to complete the offending booklet (31 percent) than 
those who had no difficulty (6 percent). More 'Asian' respondents reported 
experiencing difficulty reading English than 'white' or'black' respondents. 
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The extent of non-completion amongst minority ethnic groups in the sample 
introduces the issue of whether those who did complete have different offending 
characteristics from those who did not. If those who failed to answer questions 
on drug use and offending did so because they had more to hide than those 
who completed the questionnaire, the minority ethnic samples would be skewed 
toward a less delinquent population relative to the 'white' sample. This possibility 
is difficult to test from the data, though it should be borne in mind that non- 
completion may also be due to other factors, like whether the respondent's 
parents or guardians were present during the interview, (as earlier mentioned) 
the effects of experiencing difficulty with reading, or mistrust of the interviewer 
and his or her motives. 
Representativeness of The Core Sample 
As mentioned earlier, most of the analyses presented in this study are based on 
the Youth Lifestyles Survey's core sample, which is made up of the national 
random sample and the sample drawn from high crime areas (identified by the 
BCS). Before analysis, the national random sample was up-weighted and the 
high crime sample down-weighted to approximate a national random sample. 
Issues surrounding its representativeness are presented below, comparing the 
sample to the 1991 Census and the Labour Force Survey (LFS, final quarter of 
1992, approximately the same time as the collection of the YLS data). The 
findings below are broken down by age, occupation and ethnic group (described 
in the questionnaire as 'ethnic origin'). 
Age 
Table 3.6 below, presents the general age distribution of the core sample 
compared with the general population from the 1991 Census. As can be seen 
from the table there are more respondents aged 16 to 20 and fewer aged 21 to 
25 in the Youth Lifestyles sample than there are in general population, for both 
males and females. 
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Table 3.6. Age compared with OPCS (percentages only) 
Age Respondents sex 
Males Females Males & Females 
OPCS YLS OPCS YLS OPCS YLS 
16 8.7 13.7 8.3 13.5 8.5 13.6 
17-18 18.4 21.2 17.6 24.5 18.0 22.8 
19-20 19.9 23.6 19.5 20.4 19.7 22.0 
21-25 53.0 41.6 54.6 41.6 53.. 8 41.6 
Base (%) 100 100 100 100 100 100 
For comparative purposes, the YLS data was comprised of the core sampie of 16-25 year 
olds only. 
Occupation 
The main occupation or lifestyle category of respondents in the Youth Lifestyles 
sample is compared with the Labour Force Survey (LFS) in table 3.7, below. It 
shows that students and the unemployed were overrepresented in the Youth 
Lifestyles sample, while respondents in full-time or part-time work were 
underrepresented in the sample. Those on Government Youth Training 
Schemes (YTS) were roughly in proportion, however. 
Table 3.7. Occupation/lifestyle category compared with LFS 
Occupation/ 
Educational Group 
YLS LFS Percentage 
Difference 
Studying 36.3 17.3 +19 
YTS 2.6 2.8 -0.2 
Full-time work 34.1 45.5 -11.4 
Part-time work 4.2 8.9 -4.7 
Unemployed 14.5 12.4 +2.1 
Something else 8.1 13.1 -5 
Total base n 1291 6,988,617 
YLS data comprised of core sample of 16-25 year olds only. 
LFS data - Dec'92-Feb'93. England and Wales only. 
The over-representation of respondents in full-time education can be seen as 
partly a consequence of the skew in the sample towards the younger age range, 
which may also explain the under-sampling of those in work. The skew may also 
be affected by the extent to which people in different occupations are likely to be 
found at home by the interviewers. 
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Ethnic Group 
Table 3.8 (below) presents the Youth Lifestyles sample disaggregated by ethnic 
group. The table shows that 'whites' are underrepresented in the sample, while 
each of the minority groups (excluding Pakistanis) is overrepresented. 
Table 3.8. Ethnic group compared with LFS 
Ethnic group YLS LFS Percentage difference 
White 89.0 92.5 -3.5 Black (all) 2.9 2.0 +0.9 
Indian 3.2 2.2 +1.0 
Pakistani 1.1 1.4 -0.3 Bangladeshi 0.9 0.6 +0.3 
Other 2.6 1.3 +1.3 
Total base n 1291 6,988,617 
YLS data comprised of core sample of 16-25 year olds only. 
LFS data - Dec'92-Feb'93. England and Wales only. 
Statistical Methods Employed for The Analysis 
The statistical methods I have employed for this study allowed the creation of 
a theory driven piece of research, as an original contribution to knowledge. In 
other words, variables were selected in the first instance on the basis of what 
other theorists believed to be the most important indicators of violent 
offending and analysis followed on from there. 
Bivariate Analysis 
Bivariate analysis was the first stage of selecting independent variables for 
the later modelling procedures. Bivariate analysis involved running simple 
crosstabulations between the dependent variable 'self-reported violent 
offending (last year)' and the independent variables. From this a bivariate 
association table was constructed showing the results, which allowed the 
removal of variables that had little or no association with violent offending at 
the five percent level or below. 
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Correlation Matrices 
Correlation matrices have been used to identify and exclude any variables 
that were intercorrelated (correlated with each other). The removal of one or 
more of the intercorrelated variables helps to maintain a low level of 
multicollinearity. "Multicollinearity exists when two or more independent 
variables are highly correlated with one another; this makes it difficult if not 
impossible to determine their separate effects on the dependent variable. " 
(Vogt, 1993: 144). Having a large sample size also helps to eliminate 
m ulticol linearity, a situation which can seriously hinder further, more advanced 
statistical analysis. This avoidance of multicollinearity also has the effect of 
increasing the reliability of the estimates generated. Following this, 
multivariate analysis was carried out using logistic regression in SPSS. 
Logistic regression allowed for a fuller investigation of the effects of 
independent variables when fitted into a multivariate framework. 
Logistic Regression Analysis 
The main statistical analysis making up the study of violent offending takes 
the form of a multinomial logistic regression, an ýextension to the binomial (or 
binary) logistic regression technique. 
Logistic regression is used to model phenomena beyond a simple bivariate 
analysis, so that one can investigate the effects of certain independent factors 
on a dependent variable, once other factors have been controlled for or held 
constant. In effect, logistic regression is a method of explaining the variability 
of the dependent variable using data about other independent variables to 
predict that change. 
Binomial logistic regression is a type of regression analysis, used when a 
dependent or response variable takes a dichotomous form and the 
independent or explanatory variables are measured on a continuous or 
categorical scale. Multinomial (or polytomous) logistic regression extends 
beyond the constraints of binary logistic regression so that it can deal with 
dependent variables which possess more than two categories. 
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Logistic regression applies the principle of Maximum Likelihood Estimation 
(MLE) to the data after using a transformation to change the dependent 
variable into a logit variable. A logit variable is simply the natural log of the 
odds of the dependent variable occurring or not. MLE provides an alternative 
to minimising the sum of squared differences, as used in Ordinary Least 
Squares (OLS) regression, by choosing as the estimate of the parameter, the 
value for which the probability of the observed scores is the highest, hence 
the term maximum likelihood. (see also Vogt, 1993: 137 and Agresti, 1996: 8- 
10). In this way, logistic regression estimates the probability of a certain event 
occurring or not. Logistic regression calculates changes in the log odds of the 
dependent variable, not changes in the dependent variable itself, as OLS 
regression does. 
Convergences and Divergences Between OLS and Logistic Regression 
Logistic regression has some similarities to OLS regression, which can be 
summarised thus. Logit coefficients correspond to b (or beta) coefficients in 
the logistic regression equation, and a pseudo R2 statistic is generated to 
summarise the strength of the relationship similar to the original R2 value in 
OLS regression (proportion of variance in the dependent variable explained 
by the effects of the independent variables in the model). 
There are some important departures from OLS regression however. First, 
unlike OLS regression, logistic regression does not assume a linear 
relationship between the independent variables and the dependent variable 
(but it does assume a linear relationship between the logit of the independent 
variables and the dependent variable). Second, it does not require normally 
distributed variables, and third, does not assume homoscedasticity (11[a] 
condition of substantially equal variances in the dependent variable for the 
same values of the independent variable in the different populations being 
sampled and compared in a regression analysis" (Vogt, 1993: 107)). 
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It is widely accepted that logistic regression in general has less stringent 
requirements than the conditions necessary to run an OLS regression 
analysis, thus making it considerably easier to apply in social research. For 
example the dependent variable does not have to have an interval or 
continuous level of measurement (or variables with an unbounded end point), 
and can be run on variables measured at a nominal (or qualitative) level. 
One of the ways that the success of the logistic regression model can be 
assessed is by looking at the classification table accompanying the model 
output in SPSS, which presents the correct and incorrect classifications of the 
dichotomous, ordinal, or polytomous dependent variable. As a cautionary 
note, it is worthwhile remembering that the classification table can be 
misleading when using large samples, because even the worst model data 
can sometimes have a high correct classification because of the large sample 
size. Indeed, it is also quite possible for the model to be good but for 
classification to be poor for exactly the same reasons. When categories 
contain samples of unequal numbers, it is also likely that cases will be 
classified to the larger groups, irrespective of how well the model actually fits 
(See Hosmer & Lemeshow, 1989). Therefore, instead of measuring the model 
fit based on this measure, the pseudo R2 in conjunction with the assessment 
of the changes in odds across the different models have been utilised instead. 
Logistic regression is classically run in its binary (or binomial) form, to 
compare a model based on independent variables to a dependent variable 
with only two categories. More recently SPSS has added a multinomial 
logistic regression procedure to investigate the effects of models on 
dependent variables with more than two categories. In the multivariate 
analysis in this study, the categories for the dependent variable take the form 
of: violent offender, non-violent offender, and non-offender (the reference 
category). The violent and non-violent offending models can then be 
compared to see to what degree the factors predicting violent offending also 
predict non-violent offending (general criminal delinquency). This brings the 
quantitative analysis in line with the general research aims of the study - to 
see whether those factors predicting violence also predict other forms of 
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offending and ultimately to see whether the general theories of delinquency 
can be used to explain the engagement of young people in violent activity. 
There are some key terms from the output which are presented in chapter 5 
which require clarification here. These are odds ratios (via logit coefficients), 
and the proportion of variance explained (R 2 Nagelkerke coefficient). 
Logit Coefficients 
Logit coefficients, also called unstandardised logistic regression coefficients or 
effect coefficients, correspond to the unstandardised b (or slope) coefficients 
in ordinary least squares (OLS) regression, and are used in the logistic 
regression equation to predict the odds that the dependent variable equals 1 
(binomial logistic regression) or that the dependent variable equals its 
highest/last value (multinomial logistic regression). For the dichotomous case 
used in binary logistic regression, if the logit for an independent variable is bi, 
then a single unit increase in the independent variable is associated with bi 
unit increase in the log odds of the dependent variable (the natural log of the 
probability that the dependent variable equals 1, divided by the probability that 
the dependent variable equals 0). In multinomial logistic regression anallysis, 
where the dependent variable may have more than two values, the 
comparison is always made with the last value rather than with the value of 1. 
This is one of the most important differences between the standard binary and 
multinomial logistic regression analysis techniques in SPSS. 
There are some complications with running multinomial analyses in SPSS. 
Probably the key factor is the way that SPSS handles the variables in the 
model. Since there is no stepwise procedure SPSS will use all of the logit 
coefficients at once to calculate whether the predicted probability is significant 
or not. This necessitated the creation of multiple offending models to check 
the performance of models with more or less variables included in them. 
Because of this it is noticeable that in some later models some variables used 
in earlier models have been removed, which became non-significant once 
other factors were included in the models. 
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Interpreting the logit coefficient through the use of odds ratios 
The logit can be converted easily into a statement about the odds ratio of the 
dependent variable rather than in terms of a log odds, by using the 
exponential function (raising the natural log to the bi power). For example, if 
the logit bi equals 2.302, then the log odds ratio (the exponential function, e b) 
is approximately 10. From this, one can say that when the independent 
variable increases by one unit, then the odds that the dependent variable 
equals one increases by a factor of around ten, once other variables in the 
model are held constant. In this way, the odds ratio can be used to compare 
the relative importance of the independent variables used in the models. 
The odds ratio is used as a measure of association, consisting of one odds 
divided by another odds. Odds ratios below a value of one are associated with 
a decreased odds of an event occurring, whilst odds ratios above one are 
associated with an increased odds of an event occurring. In multinomial 
logistic regression, the odds ratio need not be calculated separately since the 
value labelled as 'Exp(B)' in the model output is the odds ratio. 
In short, the odds ratio presents the odds that an event will occur in one 
condition (e. g. violent offending among those who have been the victim of a 
violent offence) relative to the odds that the same event will occur in the 
absence of that condition (e. g. violent offending among those who have not 
been the victim of a violent offence). The odds ratio can therefore be used to 
express the increased or decreased 'risk' of starting or stopping offending, 
given the presence of a specific explanatory factor. 
Logistic regression can also include categorical data where individual 
categories are compared to the other categories (taken together) in relation to 
the model, and can be mathematically expressed as: 
log (odds (event occurs)) = constant +P1X1 + 
P2X2 +.... +PnXln+ error term 
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where, P, ... 
P, indicate a number (n) of coefficients, and x, .... Xn 
indicate a 
number (n) of explanatory factors. 
To clarify, if I wanted to look at the effects of sex, and whether someone had 
been the victim of violence, on violent offending, the formula would take the 
form: 
log (odds of becoming a violent offender)=constant + pi(sex) + P2(ViCtiM of violence) + error term 
In this example, X2now indicates whether or not someone had been the victim 
of a violent offence in the last year. The coefficient Nonly contributes to the 
odds among those who had indeed been the victim of a violent offence in the 
last year. Positive valuesOf P2 indicate that the odds of offending are higher 
for those who have been the victim of a violent offence, whereas negative 
values indicate that they are lower. Fuller explanations of the statistical 
techniques employed can be found in Noru§is (1990,1994 & 1996) and in 
SPSS inc. (1999). 
R-squared (R 2) 
There appears to be no widely-accepted direct analogue to OLS regression's 
R2 in logistic regression analysis, because an R2 measure seeks to make a 
statement about the proportion of variance explained, but the variance of a 
dichotomous or categorical dependent variable is dependent on the frequency 
distribution of that variable. For example, with a dichotomous dependent 
variable, the variance is at its greatest for a 50/50 split, and the more skewed 
the split, the lower the variance. Thus, R2 measures for logistic regressions 
cannot usually be compared directly. Because of this a number of alternative 
R2 measures have been formulated as part of the Multinomiai Logistic 
Regression procedure, including Cox and Snell and Nagelkerike's R2. The 
output presented in chapter 5 is based on results generated using 
Nagelkerke's measure, as it is accepted to be easier to interpret than Cox and 
Snell (SPSS inc. 1999). 
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Pseudo R2 is analogous to the squared contingency coefficient, interpreted in 
very much the same way as R2. The pseudo R2 measure can be used in 
either dichotomous or multinomial logistic regression (see SPSS Inc., 1999, 
for further details. 
Numbers of variables to be included in the models 
Finally, in relation to the number of variables which can be added to the 
model, there is no precise number given in texts which can be reported. 
However, it should be borne in mind that the more independent variables 
present in the model, the greater the chance of finding multicollinearity (when 
two or more independent variables are highly correlated, thus making it 
impossible to view their individual effects on the dependent variable under 
study). Thus it is important to utilise correlation matrices and a theory driven 
research method to reduce the number of predictor variables to an absolute 
minimum. It is remarked in, amongst others, Allison (1999), that there should 
be no more than one independent variable for every five cases in the sample. 
In applying this rule of thumb, it should be noted that in the case of using 
categorical independent variables, such as dichotomies, the number of cases 
should be considered to be the smaller of the categories (for example, in a 
dichotomy with 500 people coded as 0 and 10 people coded as 1, the 
effective sample size would be 10, and models would be based on this 
number of cases). Sometimes this is not always possible, but the principle 
should always be borne in mind. 
It is also worth noting that logistic regression analyses data on a case by case 
level, and the missing values across the variables included in the model are 
cumulative. Therefore it is important to reduce missing cases to an absolute 
minimum when using this procedure, as the missing values are cumulative 
across the variables under study. Finally, data used in the modelling 
procedures are run unweighted. This slightly skews the data towards females 
as there were overall greater numbers of females than males in the sample 
(particularly noticeable in tables 5.5 to 5.8 in chapter 5). 
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Chapter 4. Quantitative Analysis 
"Universe Unfolding" (OverSoul featuring Gramma Funk, 2000). 
Introduction 
Reasons behind violent offending appear in the literature as many and varied, 
encompassing both individual/personal and group level factors. The general 
aim of this analysis is to outline the extent of violent offending, its correlates, 
and to present contextual and background factors within this. More 
specifically, this analysis is seeking to explain the core correlates of violence 
within a multivariate analysis, and ultimately to test the applicability of 
delinquency theories in explaining youthful violence. 
The choice of variables to analyse has largely been informed by the literature 
review, but has been supplemented by variables also present within the YLS 
data to test for additional effects. 
The first part of this analysis describes the sample in terms of demographic 
and lifestyle characteristics, which is followed by an introductory analysis of 
the offences that comprise the summary offence of violence against the 
person, broken down by the demographic and lifestyle characteristics. This 
includes a more in-depth analysis of the summary twelve month violent 
offending variable by the aforementioned characteristics. The construction of 
the twelve month summary violence variable is discussed in the dependent 
variables section following this introduction. 
Bivariate examination forms the main part of the analysis, and this succeeds 
the demographic and lifestyle analysis, where background factors were 
crosstabulated with the summary twelve month offending variable, to shed 
further light on any possible associations. 
These correlates were then fed into a multivariate analysis (chapter 5), using 
logistic regression, as described in the methodology (chapter 3). 
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Additionally, contextual factors are also presented within this analysis chapter, 
including information on the frequency of offending (offending incidence), the 
respondent's age at the time of their first offence (age of onset), specialisation 
in violence, who the respondent reported being with at the time of the last 
offence, and the location of offences. 
Dependent Variables Being Studied 
The focus of this analysis is on violence against the person. For the purposes 
of this study a 'violent offender' has been defined as someone who reported 
committing any of the five violent offence types (during the twelve months 
prior to the interview for active offenders, or ever for all offenders), making up 
the summary offence variable of violence against the person. The five violent 
offence types are: robbery3, fighting/public disorder 4, non-family assault-5, 
family assau It6 and wounding7 (injuring someone with a weapon). Carrying a 
weapon has not been included as a violent offence because, in itself, it is not 
a violent act. It only becomes a violent offence once the weapon has been 
used against a person, and since wounding has been included in the 
aggregate offence, the carrying aspect becomes redundant. However, this 
does not mean that it will not appear in the quantitative analysis as an 
independent explanatory variable. 
It is also worth noting that in the tables where the five variables comprising the 
composite violence variable are broken down, family assault and robbery 
tended to generate very low numbers of offenders, which affects how they can 
be interpreted. Despite this, family and non-family assault have been kept 
separate as they are quite different offences, particularly in terms of the 
context where they occur (table 4.38). Although the results using these 
' Respondents were asked "Have you threatened somebody with a weapon or with beating them up in 
order to get money or other valuables from them? " 
4 Respondents were asked "Have you participated in fighting or disorder in a group in a public place 
(for example, football ground, railway station, music festival, riot, demonstration, or just in the 
streets)? " 
' Respondents were asked "Have you beaten up somebody not belonging to your immediate family, to 
such an extent that you think or know that medical help or a doctor was needed? " 
6 Respondents were asked "Have you beaten up somebody belonging to your immediate family, to such 
an extent that you think or know that medical help or a doctor was needed? " 
' Respondents were asked "Have you hurt someone with a knife, stick or other weapon? " 
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variables will be less likely to be statistically significant, they certainly still 
provide food for thought in relation to differences and similarities with other 
violent offence types. 
How serious is the violence under study? What sort of violence is being 
explained? 
The violence studied here is in relation to the wording used in the Youth 
Lifestyles questionnaire (and included within appendix 1). In order to minimise 
the counting of relatively minor assaults, the additional condition 'to such an 
extent that you think or know that medical help or a doctor is needed' was 
added by the original researchers to two of the violence variables: family and 
non-family assault. This qualifier was not required regarding robbery, 
fighting/public disorder, and wounding (with a weapon). 
The summary violence variable used for this study was constructed from the 
aggregation of the five offence types described above. A respondent was 
classified as a violent offender if he or she reported committing one or more of 
the five offence types during the twelve months prior to interview. It did not 
matter how many violent offences had been committed, as long as the 
respondent reported committing any one of the offence types during the 
specified time period, they were defined as a violent offender. 
Defining active and inactive violent offenders: 'Last year' versus 'Ever' 
offenders 
Respondents were asked as part of the Youth Lifestyles Survey whether they 
had ever committed any of the transgressions from a list of thirty three 
offences (appendix 1). Where respondents had, they were also asked to 
report whether they had been involved in the same activity during the twelve 
months prior to interview. This allowed active offenders to be distinguished 
from those inactive (or desisters). Active violent offenders were defined as 
respondents who reported committing an act of violence during the twelve 
months prior to interview, whilst inactive violent offenders were defined as 
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respondents who reported ever perpetrating violence, but who had not been 
involved during the twelve month reporting period. 
In an effort to reduce some of the possible complications present in studying 
cumulative (or lifetime) violence prevalences (due to memory effects, for 
example), statistical analysis has only been conducted on 'active' offenders. It 
is very difficult to make sense of violence causes or correlates (which are not 
the same) using lifetime or cumulative offending data contained within the 
study, due to the additional risk that there may be no causal linkage between 
the independent factor and violence, as the violence itself may have arisen 
prior to the independent factor (temporal ordering). This risk is reduced, 
although not completely removed, if active offenders are concentrated on in 
the main statistical analyses. Using active offenders in this way is in line with 
the method used for a number of surveys including both the BCS, and the 
ICVS. 
Additionally, the risk of forward telescoping (the bringing forward of events 
that did not fit in within the specified timescale - in this study the timescale is 
twelve months) has not been removed from this survey, but as Mayhew et al 
(1993) note, memory effects or memory loss appear to exclude more 
incidents than forward telescoping includes (Mayhew, Aye Maung and 
Mirrlees-Black, 1993: 6) It is therefore quite likely that this data undercounts 
the extent of violence (notwithstanding the methodological issues on the 
validity of self-report data which may also undercount offending). 
Use of samples 
In order to compare the results contained here with the original study, and 
associated reports like the British Crime Survey, as well as any subsequent 
sweeps of the Youth Lifestyles Survey, all analyses have been carried out on 
the nationally representative weighted core sample except in the case of 
ethnic group (or its associated variables) analyses, where the combined 
weighted sample is used instead, incorporating the booster sample of minority 
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ethnic groups, which allows for statistically significant comparisons to be 
made across 'ethnic' groups. 
This decision was also made from a comparison of the samples (not included 
in this study), where it was found that the findings from the core sample were 
broadly similar to those from the combined sample. The combined core and 
booster sample became useful when investigating the differences in 
responses of minority ethnic relevant variables, like ethnic group, language 
spoken at home, and religion (though possibly to a lesser extent in this case), 
where low base numbers in the core sample would otherwise have made this 
type of analysis impossible. 
Demographic and Lifestyle Profile of the YLS Data 
The following demographic and lifestyle summary of the Youth Lifestyles 
dataset describes the sample in terms of sex, head of household status, main 
language spoken at home, ethnic origin, self-rated reading difficulties, 
religious affiliation, employment/educational status, socio-economic status, 
adult status, and age. This section also provides an introductory view of 
violence prevalence, in terms of the above mentioned characteristics. 
Demographic and lifestyle characteristics 
Table 4.1. Description of the sample by sex 
Variable Characteristic: Core Sample 
Sex 
Female 50.0 
Male 50.0 
Valid total base n 1721 
All results based on valid cases. Core sample. Weighted percent, unweighted total Ns 
As can be seen from table 4.1 (above), the weighted core sample of 
respondents is split evenly by sex. As mentioned in the methodology (chapter 
3), without the added weighting, there are approximately nine percent more 
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females than males in the core sample, thus showing the effect of the added 
weights on the raw data. 
Table 4.2. Description of the sample by head of household status 
Variable Characteristic: Core Sample 
Head of Household 
Yes 11.3 
No 88.7 
Valid total base n 1688 
All results based on valid cases. Core sample. Weighted percent, unweighted total Ns 
As part of the original survey, respondents were asked whether they were the 
head of the household in which they lived. Table 4.2 presents the proportions 
of respondents reporting that they were the head of their household, against 
those who were not. Most of the respondents in the sample did not report 
being the head of their household. Approximately eleven percent of 
respondents reported being the head of their household, against almost 89 
percent who were not. 
It was unclear from the previous table whether some who reported being the 
head of their 'household' actually lived alone. To answer this query, the above 
'head of household' variable was crosstabulated with the variable, 'living 
alone'. The results (table 4.2b, below) showed that approximately one fifth of 
the respondents (22.4 percent) who considered themselves the head of their 
household actually lived alone. 'Head of household' therefore appeared to 
have meant something different from the more conventional meaning 
(essentially the head of a group of people who live together) to many people 
in this sample who lived alone, since approximately three quarters (76.5 
percent) of those 69 respondents who reported living alone regarded 
themselves as the head of the household. Many people may therefore have 
regarded themselves as the head of their household because they lived 
alone, and not because they were the head of a group who live together (e. g. 
a family). 
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Table 4.2b. Head of household status by whether the respondent 
reported living alone 
Head of Household 
Yes No Total 
Living alone % % % 
Yes 22.4 0.9 3.3 
No 77.6 99.1 96.7 
Valid total base n 286 1381 1667 
All figures based on valid cases. Core sample. Weighted percent, unweighted total Ns. 
Table 4.3. Description of the sample by main language spoken at home 
Variable Characteristic: Core+Booster Sample 
Language spoken at home 
English 75.9 
Bengali 4.7 
Gujarati 5.1 
Hindi 0.1 
Kutch! 0.2 
Punjabi 8.0 
Sylheti 1.4 
Urdu 3.4 
Other 1.2 
Valid total base n 2463 
Ali results based on valid cases. Combined core and booster sample. Weighted percent, unweighted total Ns 
Table 4.3 presents the distribution of the sample in terms of the main 
language spoken at home by respondents. Despite the profile of the core and 
combined samples being quite similar, the inclusion of the booster sample 
more clearly identifies that Punjabi was the second most spoken language at 
home (8 percent), followed by Gujarati (5.1 percent) and Bengali (4.7 
percent). These differences were somewhat less pronounced when looking at 
the core sample alone. 
Table 4.4. Description of the sample by ethnic origin 
Variable Characteristic: Core+Booster Sample 
Ethnic Origin 
White 58.1 
Black (all) 8.4 
Indian 10.9 
Pakistani 10.7 
Bangladeshi 6.1 
Others (all) 5.8 
Valid total base n 2523 
All results ba on valid cases. Combined core and 
booster sample. Weighted percent, unweighted total Ns 
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The study of offending by ethnic origin has often in the past provided 
inconclusive or misleading findings, based largely on how the ethnicity 
variable has been constructed and how that information has gone on to be 
coded, recoded and aggregated. In many instances this was an attempt to 
achieve statistical significance (In 1991 approximately 1 in 20 persons in the 
UK were described as being from a minority ethnic group, which tended to 
render a disaggregated analysis of ethnic groups impossible, being based on 
small numbers), but at the expense of providing a more meaningful and 
accurate description of offending by ethnicity, and which in the end only 
served to provide some with the opportunity to maintain discriminatory, 
offensive practices within both institutionalised and public settings (see also 
Muncie, 1999: 43; Gilroy, 1987: 15-42). 
The data presented in this study has not escaped the reaches of this process, 
and thus any inferences based on such 'catch all' categories may not 
necessarily tell us whether there really are any differences between 'ethnic' 
groups in studies of this kind. They are all open to the same problems of 
operational isation, interpretation and misinterpretation. To go into the reasons 
for miscategorisation and misinterpretation beyond this cursory explanation 
goes beyond the scope of this study, but the reason for explaining the 
problems with categorising ethnicity, is that any findings from this particular 
study need to be understood in light of this. This issue is somewhat different 
when studying behaviour in relation to ethnic appearance however (e. g. in 
relation to police ethnic monitoring of Stop and Search practice). 
Table 4.4 (above) shows the distribution of the sample by ethnic origin. From 
the combined core and booster sample, Indian and Pakistani respondents 
were the most prevalent minority ethnic groups (comprising 10.9 and 10.7 
percent of the sample respectively). 
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Table 4.5. Description of the sample by difficulties in reading English 
Variable Characteristic: Core Sample 
Difficulty in reading English 
A great deal 
A fair amount 
A little 
None at all 
1.4 
0.5 
3.9 
94.2 
Valid total base n 1693 
All results based on valid cases. Core sample. Weighted percent, unweighted total Ns 
Table 4.5 presents the distribution of the sample in terms of how well the 
respondent reported reading English. The majority of respondents reported 
'having no reading difficulties. (94.2 percent), and approximately one percent 
of the sample reported experiencing a great deal of difficulties reading English 
(1.4 percent). 
The question arose regarding whether reading difficulties were related to the 
ethnic group of the respondent. After a simple bivariate analysis of the core 
and booster sample was conducted on language reading difficulties by ethnic 
group, it revealed that Bangladeshi respondents had a greater proportion of 
young people reporting experiencing some level of difficulty with reading (32 
percent) than any other group, where the differences were much less 
apparent. It should be noted that no statistically significant percentage point 
differences were visible between ethnic groups regarding the analysis of the 
core sample only. 
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Table 4.6. Description of the sample by religion or church 
Variable Characteristic: Core+Booster Sample 
Religion or church 
Buddhist 0.2 
Church of England/Wales 34.3 
Hindu 4.7 
Jehovah's witness 0.3 
Jewish 0.4 
Methodist 1.8 
Muslim 23.0 
Pentecostal/Church of God/Ch. of Christ 0.9 
Rastafarian 0.0* 
Roman Catholic 8.3 
Seventh Day Adventist 0.2 
Sikh 3.5 
Other 3.3 
None 18.1 
Valid total base n 2476 
All results based on valid cases. * n=1. Combined core and booster sample. Weighted percent, unweighted total Ns 
Table 4.6 shows the distribution of the sample by religious or church 
affiliation. From the combined core and booster sample, Church of 
England/Wales and Muslims were the most prevalent religious groups 
(comprising 34.3 and 23 percent of the sample respectively). It is worth noting 
that nearly one fifth of the combined sample reported having no religious or 
church affiliation. Also, this particular variable says nothing about religious 
observance or attendance to religious meetings, as it only reports results 
pertaining to the answers respondents gave to the question of what religion 
they felt they were part of, not whether they attended 
ch u rch/gurdwara/synagogue/tem pie etc.. Religious attendance is investigated 
further on in this bivariate analysis chapter, as a possible correlate of violence 
to see whether attendance at religious functions might act as a factor affecting 
violence prevalence. 
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Table 4.7. Description of the sample by education or employment status 
Variable Characteristic: Core Sample 
Educational or 
employment status. 
At Secondary School 24.8 
F/T 6 th form/ College 7.5 
F/T College/ University 15.7 
Government YTS 2.2 
Working F/T 30+ hours 28.0 
Working P/T 8-29 hours 3.4 
Unemployed & looking for work 11.9 
Something else 6.5 
Valid total base n 1716 
All results based on valid cases. Core sample. Weighted percent, unweighted total Ns 
Table 4.7 outlines the distribution of the sample by educational or employment 
status. From the data above it is apparent that full-time workers and 
secondary school pupils were the most prevalent groups (comprising 28 and 
24.8 percent of the sample population respectively), and respondents who 
were on Government Youth Training Schemes, and part-time workers were 
the least prevalent groups (comprising 2.2 and 3.4 percent of the sample 
respectively). It should be noted that these statuses may largely be dependent 
on the age of the respondent (as well as dependent on the position of these 
individuals as directed by government policy at the time). The vast majority of 
under 16 year olds in the sample would be expected to be at secondary 
school, and not in full-time work, for example. 
Table 4.8. Description of the sample by socio-economic status (SES) 
Variable Characteristic: Core Sample 
Socio-economic status 
4.3 
24.4 
III Non-Manual 13.9 
III Manual 34.6 
IV 16.5 
V 6.4 
Valid total base n 1620 
All results based on valid cases. Core sample. Weighted percent, unweighted total Ns 
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Table 4.8 describes the distribution of the samples by socio-economic status 8 
(SES). From the core sample, highest proportions of respondents came from 
social classes 11 and III(Manual), comprising 24.4 and 34.6 percent of the 
sample respectively. 
Table 4.9. Description of the sample by self-rated adult status 
Variable Characteristic: Core Sample 
Self-rated adult status 
Somewhere in between an 47.2 
adult and a child, or a child 
Adult 52.8 
Valid total base n 1708 
All results based on valid cases. Core sample. Weighted percent, unweighted total Ns 
Table 4.9 presents the proportions of respondents reporting whether or not 
they considered themselves an adult. This item was included to test whether 
those who considered themselves adult were adult in the legal sense, and 
ultimately to test whether adult status could be used as a predictor of violent 
offending through the possibility that adult status, being based on 
responsibilities, might act as a protective factor against offending as described 
in the literature review. It was found that approximately one half of all 
respondents reported that they considered themselves to be an adult, 
irrespective of their age. 
Controlling for age, around two-thirds (68.8 percent) of respondents aged 18 
to 25 years regarded themselves as adults, against around a quarter (27.6 
percent) of respondents aged 14 to 17 years. This finding shows that there 
are some respondents below the age of majority who considered themselves 
to be adult. Similarly, it shows that there is a proportion of respondents above 
the age of majority, who did not consider themselves as being adult. 
' SES was based on the SES of the respondent's father, or 
if this was unavailable, their mother (If this 
was also unavailable the respondent's 
SES, if they were in work, was used instead). 
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Table 4.10. Description of core sample by age 
Age of respondents 
Core Sample 
Mean Mode Std. Dev. n 
Females 18.83 15 3.29 787 
Males 18.99 16 3.21 786 
Overall 18.91 16 3.25 1574 
Core sample. Weighted data. 
Table 4.10 presents the mean and modal ages of respondents in the YLS 
core sample. No large differences were found between male and female 
respondents in terms of their average age. For this sample, the mean age of 
respondents was 19 years. The modal (or most frequently occurring) ages 
show a slightly different picture, indicating that the modal age is lower than the 
average (as measured by the mean), for both females and males. The core 
sample produced 'modes for females and males of 15 and 16 years 
respectively. This data shows that there is a skew on the sample towards 
younger respondents, which is also reflected in the comparison with the 
findings from the Labour Force Survey for the same time period as discussed 
in the methodology (chapter 3). 
Participation in Violence 
The following section describes 'active' violence prevalence in terms of the 
previously described demographic and lifestyle characteristics. This includes 
a simple bivariate statistical analysis to investigate whether there were any 
statistically significant differences between the categories in the variables 
under study. 
On the whole, fighting appeared as the most common form of violence 
perpetrated for both males and females in the sample, and family assault and 
robbery the least common. 
Males were significantly more likely than females to have committed a violent 
offence in the twelve months prior to interview. In terms of male to 
female 
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offending ratios for active offenders, males were between two and four times 
more likely to have perpetrated violence, according to offence type. 
A greater proportion of respondents who were not the head of household 
reported violence than those who were the household head, though this 
difference was not statistically significant at the five percent level. 
It was observed that English and Urdu speakers contained higher proportions 
of active violent offenders than any of the other language groups, while 
Bengali and Punjabi speakers reported the least. Differences between 
language categories were not found to be statistically significant, however. 
Ethnic group does not appear as a directly associated factor with violent 
offending. Small base numbers cloud the picture somewhat, but based on 
these results the only significant differences between ethnic groups were 
found between 'whites' and Indians, where 'whites' were slightly more likely to 
have reported committing a violent offence in the last year. 
Like ethnic group, self-assessed reading difficulties and religion do not appear 
as factors associated (in a bivariate analysis) with violent offending. Again, 
low base numbers in some of the categories make more definite conclusions 
difficult9. 
Employment or educational status appeared in some way to be related to 
violence. Those respondents who reported being at full-time college or 
university produced significantly lower rates of violent offenders over a twelve 
month period than respondents who reported being at secondary school, full- 
time work or unemployed. This may be related to the peak age of offending, 
which is said to have risen since the mid 1980s (for males), due to the 
influence of social policy (changes in housing benefit rules and school leaving 
age) leading to a delayed entry into the labour market. Adding weight to this 
9 In relation to reading difficulties, this non-association could be real, or alternatively, the self-rating 
was different from that which might have been obtained from other sources (teacher's ratings or test 
marks for example). 
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possibility, in relation to the effect of being at school, Phillipson (in Carson and 
Wiles, 1971), remarked that "at the commonsense level of understanding 
there are two background factors which provide grounds for re-considering 
the role of the school. Firstly there is the fact that the official peak age for 
indictable offences is [was] 14, the year before leaving school, and when the 
school leaving age was raised from 14 to 15, so did the official age peak for 
indictable offences rise from 13 to 14; in spite of the valid sociological 
criticisms of the use of the official criminal statistics as measures of the 
parameters of actual illegal behaviour in a community this association 
between the official peak age for indictable offences and school leaving age 
'has not been satisfactorily explained or explained away" (Phillipson, In Carson 
and Wiles, 1971: 239-240). 
On the whole, no clear differences between socio-economic groups were 
apparent, except the case of respondents in group 11 and 111(manual), where 
respondents positioned in group il reported significantly less twelve month 
violent offending than respondents positioned in group 111(manual). 
Considering oneself an adult or child appears related to violent offending, but 
this may be more to do with chronological age than anything else. In other 
words, some respondents may have considered themselves as adult/not adult 
based on their actual age and not on whether they felt like an adult. 
Respondents who did not consider themselves to be an adult were 
significantly more likely to report violence perpetration over the twelve month 
reporting period, than those who did. 
The above summary is developed in greater detail below. All tables include 
only active violent offending prevalences. 
105 
Participation in violence, by sex 
Table 4.11. Twelve month participation in violence, by sex 
Offence 
Male 
% 
Sex 
Female 
% 
Total 
% 
12 month offending 
Robbery 0.6 0.1 0.4 
Fighting 6.7 3.3 5.0 
Non-family assault 2.0 0.4 1.2 
Family assault 0.4 0 0.2 
Wounding 1.7 0.4 1.1 
Valid total base n 698 850 1548 
All figures based on valid cases. Core sample. Weighted percent, unweighted total Ns. 
Table 4.11 (above) presents twelve month participation rates for the violent 
offences that comprise the summary variable of violence against the person, 
controlling for the respondent's sex. 
As can be seen, violence perpetration did not appear on the whole as an 
uncommon occurrence, and this was largely due to the effect of fighting. 
Fighting was the most frequently reported offence type for both males and 
females, in terms of twelve month violence prevalences. Almost seven 
percent (6.7 percent) of males, and three percent (3.3 percent) of females 
reported having been involved in a fight. 
Comparing these results to official criminal statistics for the same period 
(1992) for adults, shows that official rates of offending were lower than for 
those young people in this sample. In 1992, the proportion of officially 
recorded offences categorised as violent offences totalled 5 percent or 
284,000 crimes recorded by the police (see Barclay (ed. ), 1993 for further 
details). Dividing this figure by the total England and Wales population from 
the 1991 Census (approximately 51,100,000), and multiplying by 100 
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produces an offending rate of 0.6 percent - significantly lower than the overall 
violent offending rate of 6.6 percent in this study. 
Breaking down the aggregate violence variable by offence type indicated that 
for males the least reported violent offences were robbery (0.6 percent), and 
family assault (0.4 percent) for active offending. For females, this was also the 
case. Less than one percent of females reported involvement in robbery (0.4 
percent) and even fewer assaulted a family member (0-2 percent) during the 
12 month reporting period. 
Figure 4.1. Active violent offending by sex 
Figure 4.1.96% Confidence Intervals. 12 month violence prevalence by 
sex 
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An aggregated analysis of 'active' offending by sex shows that nine percent of 
males had committed a violent offence during the twelve months prior to 
interview. This offers a contrast to females, where approximately four (4.1 
percent) percent said that they had done the same. From these figures, it is 
clear that women were less involved in the perpetration of violence during the 
twelve month reporting period, and is consistent with the literature on sex 
differences in violent offending. 
Further analysis was conducted to investigate whether any differences 
between male and female offending rates were statistically significant. Figure 
4.1 (above) presents the 95 percent confidence intervals for males and 
females for active violence prevalence (measured as a proportion of 1), which 
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showed that males were significantly more likely to have been involved in 
active violent offending. 
Male to female offending ratios 
As noted above, males were found to be significantly more likely than females 
to have perpetrated violence during the twelve month reporting period, for all 
offence types comprising the summary variable, whose offending ratios have 
been listed below. 
Table 4.12. Male to female offending ratios 
Active offending 
Offence male to female offending ratio 
Robbery 4.03 
Fighting 2.08* 
Assault non-family member 4.80* 
Assault family member - 
Wounding 4.05* 
Overall offending 'last year' 2.30* 
Core sample, weighted data. Note: *p<0.05. Hyphen (-) indicates that the result cannot be calculated. 
From the above results, it can be confirmed that females offended 
considerably less than males for all of the offence types that constitute the 
aggregate summary violence variable. The offending ratios inform us that 
males were between two and five times more likely than females to have 
committed a violent offence during the twelve month reporting period, detailed 
below. 
By offence type, males were twice as likely as females to have been involved 
in fighting during the twelve month reporting period. For non-family assault, 
males were nearly five times more likely to have engaged in this type of 
violence during the twelve months prior to interview. In the case of wounding, 
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males were approximately four times more likely than females to have 
committed this offence (table 4.12 above)'O. 
Participation in violence, by head of household status 
Table 4.13. Twelve month participation in violence, by head of 
household status 
Head of household (self-rated) 
Yes No Total 
Offence % % % 
12 month offending 
Robbery 0 0.4 0.4 
Fighting 2.7 5.4 5.1 
Non-family assault 3.3 1.1 1.3 
Family assault 1.3 0.2 0.3 
Wounding 0.6 1.2 1.2 
Overall 57 6,9 6.7 
Valid total base n 263 1260 1523 
All figures based on valid cases. Core sample. Weighted percent, unweighted total Ns 
Table 4.13 (above) presents twelve month participation rates for the violent 
offences that comprise the summary variable of violence against the person, 
by respondent's household status. This was to test whether the responsibility 
of being the head of household might act as a protective factor against 
violence. The data presented above does not conclusively inform us either 
way, largely because of the small numbers of offenders when disaggregated 
by offence type. However, the overall findings presented with figure 4.2 below 
paints a clearer picture. 
Consistent with the previous table (table 4.12), the most commonly reported 
violent offence type for both respondents who were and were not the head of 
their household was fighting. Nearly three percent (2.7 percent) of heads and 
five percent (5.4 percent) of non-heads reported being involved in a fight 
(table 4.13). 
'0 Males were almost five times more likely to have committed robbery than 
females, though this result 
was not valid at the 5 percent level. For family assault the risk statistic could not 
be calculated due to 
no females reporting committing this offence 'last year'. 
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For respondents who described themselves as heads of households, the least 
reported violent offences were robbery for active offending, reporting a rate of 
offending of 0 percent. For non-head of household respondents, family 
assault was the least reported offence type (0.2 percent). 
Figure 4.2. Active violent offending by head of household status 
Figure 4.2.95% Confidence Intervals. 12 month violence prevalence by 
head of household status 
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An aggregated analysis of active offending by self rated head of household 
status shows that approximately six percent (5.7 percent) of heads of 
households had committed a violent offence in the twelve months preceding 
the interview, in contrast to non-heads of households where approximately 
seven percent (6.9 percent) said that they had done the same. From these 
figures, respondents who were not heads of households were found to be 
more involved in violent offences in the last year, which might suggest some 
form of maturation effect (possibly through the taking up of more adult 
responsibilities). That is, the more mature one is, the less likely one is to 
commit violence. Obviously, this suggestion is very tentative but is in many 
ways intuitive and in line with the results presented further on in relation to the 
effects of age on violent offending. 
Further analysis was conducted to investigate whether the differences in 
offending rates between these groups were statistically significant. Figure 4.2 
(above) presents the 95 percent confidence intervals for heads and non- 
heads of households by violence prevalence (measured as a proportion of 1). 
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It showed that there were no significant differences in the proportions 
committing the twelve month aggregate summary offence. 
Participation in violence, by language spoken at home 
Table 4.14. Twelve month participation in violence, by main language 
spoken at home 
Main language spoken at home 
English Bengali Gujarati Punjabi Sylheti Urdu Other Total 
Offence % % % % % % % % 
12 Month Offending 
Robbery 0.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 
Fighting 4.8 0 4.6 3.5 14.8 4.9 0 4.6 
Non-family assault 1.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.9 
Family assault 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 
Wounding 1.1 0 0 0 14.8 0 0 1.0 
Valid total base n 1704 81 108 137 17 61 30 2138 
All figures based on valid cases. Combined core and booster sample. Weighted percent, unweighted total Ns. Hindi 
and Kutchi speakers have been included in the other category because of small bases. 
Table 4.14 (above) presents twelve month participation rates for the violent 
offences that comprise the summary variable of violence against the person, 
according to the main language spoken at home by respondents. 
As can be seen from the table, fighting was the most frequently reported 
offence type for almost every group, except in the case of respondents who 
spoke Bengali and those categorised 'other' where no respondents reported 
being involved. 
Regarding the twelve month prevalence rate (presented above in table 4.14), 
between four and five percent of the other spoken languages reported fighting 
(4.6 percent for respondents speaking Gujarati, and 4.9 percent for 
respondents speaking Urdu). Highest proportions of respondents who 
reported fighting during the twelve month reporting period were found 
amongst Sylheti speakers (14.8 percent), but due to the base number 
(totalling 17 cases) this result cannot be regarded as entirely reliable. 
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For all language categories, except the previously mentioned Bengali, and 
'other' speaking respondents, the least reported violent offences involved 
family assault, where fewer than one percent reported perpetration during the 
twelve month reporting period. 
Figure 4.3. Active violent offending by main language spoken at home 
Figure 4.3.95% Confidence Intervals. 12 month violence prevalence by language 
spoken at home 
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An aggregated analysis of active violent offending by language spoken at 
home shows that English (6.3 percent) and Urdu (4.8 percent) speakers 
reported highest proportions of active violent offenders (this excludes Sylheti 
respondents who due to their small cell sizes will not be discussed further). 
This is in contrast to Bengali (0 percent) and Punjabi (3.4 percent) speakers, 
who reported lowest proportions of summary offenders". 
Further analysis was conducted to investigate whether any differences 
between the language categories were statistically significant. Figure 4.3 
(above) presents the 95 percent confidence intervals for active violence 
prevalence (measured as a proportion of 1). It showed that none of the groups 
was significantly different in terms of their violent offending rates. There is 
therefore no evidence from this data that suggests that people who speak 
English at home are more likely to engage in violence perpetration during the 
" It should be noted that the original questionnaire was not translated 
into different languages, but a 
provision was made allowing respondents to have an interviewer who spoke their 
language present. 
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twelve month reporting period than those who do not speak English, or indeed 
vice versa. 
Participation in violence, by ethnic group 
Table 4.15. Twelve month participation in violence, by ethnic group 
Ethnic group 
White Black Indian Pakistani Bangladeshi Others Total 
Offence % % % % % % % 
12 month offending 
Robbery 0.4 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 
Fighting 5.4 4.9 1.8 5.3 4.4 1.6 4.6 
Non-family assault 1.3 1.2 0.4 1.5 0 0 1.1 
Family assault 0.2 0 0 1.0 0 0 0.2 
Wounding 0.9 1.2 0 2A 3,5 0 1ý0 
Overall 6ý6 7.0 22 7,11 4A 1.6 5ý8 
Valid total base n 1400 188 198 186 100 118 2190 
All figures based on valid cases. Combined core and booster sample. Weighted percent, unweighted total Ns. 
Table 4.15 (above) presents the active participation rates for the violent 
offences that comprise the summary variable of violence against the person, 
controlling for ethnic group. 
The most commonly reported offence type for all ethnic groups in the sample 
was fighting. Regarding the twelve month prevalence rate, between 1.8 and 
5.4 percent of the ethnic groups reported being involved in fighting (1.8 
percent for Indian respondents, and 5.4 percent for 'white' respondents). This 
is excluding those in the 'others' category where 1.6 percent reported 'active' 
violence. 
For all ethnic groups, the least reported violent offence type involved family 
assault, where barely one percent reported perpetration during the twelve 
month reporting period. 
An aggregated analysis of active offending by ethnic group shows that 
Pakistani (7.1 percent) and 'Black' (7 percent) respondents reported highest 
proportions of twelve month violent offenders. This is in contrast to Indian (2.2 
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percent) and Bangladeshi (4.4 percent) respondents, who reported lowest 
proportions of summary violent offenders. 
Figure 4.4. Active violent offending by ethnic group 
Figure 4.4.95% Confidence Intervals. 12 month violence 
prevalence by ethnic group 
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Further analysis was conducted to investigate whether any differences 
between these ethnic groups were statistically significant. Figure 4.4 (above) 
presents the 95 percent confidence intervals for each ethnic groups' active 
violence prevalence (measured as a proportion of 1). It showed that, 
excluding the 'others' and 'all' categories, the only significant difference was 
found between 'white' and Indian respondents, where Indians were less likely 
to have committed a violent offence during the last year. This finding is 
hampered by the treatment of the 'white' group as one homogenous ethnic 
group which clearly is not the case in reality (e. g. see treatment of 'Irish' 
respondents in the 2001 Census). 
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Participation in violence, by self-rated reading difficulties 
Table 4.16. Twelve month participation in violence, by reading 
difficulties 
Offence 
A great deal 
% 
Difficulties reading English 
A fair amount A little None at all 
%%% 
Total 
% 
12 month offending 
Robbery 0 0 0 0.4 0.4 
Fighting 0 42.9 0 5.1 5.0 
Non-family assault 0 0 5.5 1.2 1.3 
Family assault 0 0 0 0.2 0.2 
Wounding 0 0 5.7 1.0 1.2 
Valid total base n 23 10 67 1423 1523 
All figures based on valid cases. Core sample. Weighted percent, unweighted total Ns. 
Table 4.16 (above) presents twelve month participation rates for the violent 
offences comprising the summary variable of violence against the person, 
controlling for respondents self-rated difficulties in reading English. This item 
was included to test for the possible effect of reading difficulties on violent 
offending to see whether the proposition that reading performance was 
related to delinquency (see Hodges, Giuliotti and Porpotage, 1994) might 
have applied to the respondents in this sample. 
Much like the previous tables, the most commonly reported violent offence 
type committed was fighting, except for people who experienced 'a little 
difficulty' with reading, where wounding was the commonest offence type 
reported. This was excluding those respondents who experienced a 'fair 
amount' of difficulty in reading, due to low base numbers. Approximately five 
percent (5.1 percent) of respondents who experienced no difficulties with 
reading reported having been involved in a fight during the twelve month 
reporting period (table 4.16). 
For the same time period, family assault was the least reported offence, 
where respondents who reported experiencing 'no difficulty at all' contained 
the highest proportions of offenders of this kind (reporting 1.4 percent). None 
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of the other groups reported assaults on family members. For active 
offending, the family assault offending rate reduced to less than one percent 
(0.2 percent) for respondents who reported experiencing no difficulty at all. As 
a cautionary point, it should be noted that because of the very low numbers of 
people reporting some level of reading difficulty, this analysis would need to 
be run on a larger sample to increase the reliability of the results. 
Figure 4.5. Active violent offending by difficulties with reading English 
Figure 4.5.95% Confidence Intervals. 12 month violence prevalence by 
difficulties in reading English 
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An aggregated analysis of active violent offending shows that no respondents 
experiencing 'a great deal of difficulty' with reading said that they had 
engaged in active violent offending. 
Further analysis was conducted to investigate whether there were any 
differences between those experiencing some difficulty and those not. Figure 
4.5 (above) presents the 95 percent confidence intervals for active violence 
prevalence (measured as a proportion of 1), for the reading groups. Despite 
the apparent variation visible in table 4.16, figure 4.5 clearly illustrated that 
there were no statistically significant differences in twelve month violent 
offending rates between those experiencing relatively minor levels of difficulty 
and those reporting no difficulties at all. 
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A great deal A little None at all Total 
Difficulties in reading English 
Participation in violence, by religious or church affiliation 
Table 4.17. Twelve month participation in violence, by religious or 
church affiliation 
Religion or church 
Muslim Sikh Hindu CofE/W Catholic Methodist Other None Total 
Offence % % % % % % % % % 
12 month offending 
Robbery 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0.5 0.1 
Fighting 4.4 1.4 2.0 4.7 9.9 0 2.7 4.9 4.7 
Non-family assault 0.7 0 0 1.3 1.7 0 0 1.1 1.0 
Family assault 0.5 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0.1 
Woundinci 1.8 0 0 0.3 2.2 0 3.6 1.0 1.0 
Valid total base n 416 56 90 802 198 38 123 427 2150 
All figures based on valid cases. Combined core and booster sample. Weighted percent, unweighted total Ns. 
Buddhist, Seventh Day Adventist, Jehovah's Witness, Pentecostal, Church of Christ, Church of God and followers of 
the Jewish faith have been included in the 'other'category because of small base numbers (less than 20 in each 
group). 
Table 4.17 (above) presents twelve month participation rates for the violent 
offences that comprise the summary variable of violence against the person, 
by the respondent's religious or church affiliation. 
As can be seen, fighting was the most frequently reported violent offence type 
for every group except 'others' where wounding was most prevalent. 
Regarding the active violence prevalence rate (table 4.17), some variation 
was nonetheless observed between the groups studied. Between one and a 
half and ten percent of the religious groups reported being involved in fighting 
during the 12 months preceding the interview (1.4 percent for Sikhs, and 9.9 
percent for Catholics). 
As with previous analyses, the least prevalent violent offence was family 
assault, where less than one percent reported perpetration during the 
specified twelve month period. 
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Figure 4.6. Active violent offending by religion or church 
Figure 4.6.96% Confidence Intervals. 12 month violence prevalence by religion or 
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An aggregated analysis of active offending by religious or church affiliation 
shows that (apart from the previously mentioned excluded categories) 
Catholics (11 percent) and those without a religion (7.1 percent) reported 
highest proportions of active violent offenders. This is in contrast to Methodist 
(0 percent) and Sikh (1.4 percent) respondents, who reported lowest 
proportions of summary violent offenders. 
Further analysis was conducted to investigate whether any differences 
between categories were statistically significant. Figure 4.6 (above) presents 
the 95 percent confidence intervals for the overall violence prevalence rate 
(measured as a proportion of 1) by religious group. It showed that, excluding 
Sikhs and Hindus against Catholics, none of the groups was significantly 
different in terms of their offending rates. Regarding the three aforementioned 
religious groups, Catholics were found to have a significantly higher offending 
rate than those who described themselves as either Hindu or Sikh. 
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Participation in violence, by educational or employment status 
Table 4.18. Twelve month participation in violence, by educational or 
employment status 
Educational/employment status 
Sec. th 6 Coll. / YTS F/t P/t Unempl Other Total 
Sch form* univ. * work work oyed 
Offence % % % % % % % % % 
12 month 
offending 
Robbery 0.3 0 0 2.9 0.7 0 0 0 0.4 
Fighting 7.7 2.1 0.9 12.9 4.6 10.4 5.5 1.2 4.9 
Non-family 1.2 0 0.5 3.4 1.8 0 1.8 1.1 1.2 
assault 
Family assault 0.3 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0.1 
Wounding 2.1 2.1 0 3.2 0.2 0 2.3 0 1.1 
Valid total base n 376 73 176 47 392 68 215 198 1545 
All figures based on valid cases. Core sample, Weighted percent, unweighted total Ns. Tull-time courses. 
Table 4.18 (above) presents twelve month participation rates for the violent 
offences that comprise the summary variable of violence against the person, 
by the respondent's employment or educational status. 
Again, fighting was the most frequently reported offence type for every group, 
where between one and 13 percent of the employment categories reported 
involvement (0.9 percent for respondents at full time college or university, and 
12.9 percent for respondents on a YTS). Those respondents on Government 
Youth Training Schemes (12.9 Percent) and in part-time employment (10.4 
percent) had the highest proportions involved in fighting. 
The least common violent offences were robbery and family assault, where 
fewer than 1 percent reported robbery or family assault during the twelve 
months prior to interview. The exception to this regarded respondents on a 
YTS, where approximately three percent (2.9 percent) reported involvement. 
An aggregated analysis of active offending by employment or educational 
status shows that respondents on a YTS (15.2 percent) and those in part-time 
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work (10 percent) reported highest proportions of active violent offenders. 
This offers a contrast to respondents in full-time college or university (5.2 
percent), who reported lowest proportions of overall offenders. 
Figure 4.7. Active violent offending by employment or educational status 
Figure 4.7.95% Confidence Intervals. 12 month violence prevalence 
by employment or educational status 
Further analysis was conducted to investigate whether any differences 
between these categories were statistically significant. Figure 4.7 (above) 
presents the 95 percent confidence intervals for violence prevalence 
(measured as a proportion of 1). It showed that respondents at full-time 
university or college had a significantly lower violent offending rate than 
respondents at secondary school, full-time work, and the unemployed. This 
illuminates the possible effect of education on violent offending, both in terms 
of its ability to act as a protective factor and its ability to keep people occupied 
and away from some of the forces which may increase the likelihood of 
offending (e. g. spending a lot of time outdoors). 
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Participation in violence, by Socio-Economic Status (SES) 
Table 4.19. Twelve month participation in violence, by SES 
Offence % 
11 
% 
Socio-economic status 
IIINM HIM IV 
%%% 
V 
% 
Total 
% 
12 month offending 
Robbery 3.6 0 0 0.2 0.5 0 0.3 
Fighting 0 1.9 5.1 8.1 4.8 2.4 4.9 
Non-family assault 0 0.3 0.6 2.0 1.0 1.3 1.1 
Family assault 0 0 0 0.4 0.5 0 2.5 
Wounding 0 0.3 0 1.8 1.4 3.5 1.1 
variable of 'violence against the person', controlling for socio-economic status 
are presented in table 4.19 (above). 
For the majority of the socio-economic groups, fighting was the most 
frequently perpetrated violent offence type. The exception to this regarded 
respondents positioned in SES group 1, where robbery (3.6 percent) was the 
most commonly reported twelve month offence. In context it should be noted 
that this amounts to around two respondents from group 1. 
In terms of active violence prevalence rates, between two and eight percent of 
all SES groups reported involvement in fighting during the twelve months 
preceding the interview (1.9 percent for respondents positioned in group 11 
and 8.1 percent for respondents positioned in group 111(manual) ). With the 
exception of respondents positioned in group 1, the least reported 'active' 
violent offences were robbery and family assault, where fewer than one 
percent of respondents positioned in groups 11 to V reported involvement in 
robbery or family assault during the twelve month reporting period. 
From table 4.19 above, it can be observed that offending differentials between 
socio-economic groups are apparent. Respondents positioned in group 
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111(manual) reported the highest prevalence of twelve month violence 
perpetration, where approximately ten percent (9.5 percent) of cases reported 
involvement in violence during the specified twelve month period. Lowest 
proportions of active violent offenders were found amongst respondents in the 
adjacent category (group 11), where approximately two percent (2.4 percent) of 
cases positioned in group 11 reported involvement. 
Figure 4.8. Active violent offending by socio-economic status 
Figure 4.8.95% Confidence Intervals. 12 month violence prevalence by 
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Further analysis was conducted to investigate whether any differences 
between these socio-economic groups were statistically significant. Figure 4.8 
(above) presents the 95 percent confidence intervals for each SES band's 
violence prevalence rate (measured as a proportion of 1). It showed that, 
excluding the 'all' category, the only significant difference was observed 
between respondents from band 11, and band III(Manual), where respondents 
from band 11 were significantly less likely than respondents from band 
III(Manual) to have committed a violent offence during the twelve months 
preceding the interview. From this data it therefore appears that Socio- 
economic status does not act as a significant predictor of violent offending, 
which is also confirmed by the findings of Box (1981: 91). 
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Participation in violence, by self-rated adult status 
Table 4.20. Twelve month participation in violence, by whether the 
respondent considered him/herself an adult 
Offence 
Not adu It12 
% 
Self-rated adult status 
Adult 
% 
Total 
% 
12 month offending 
Robbery 0.5 0.1 0.3 
Fighting 7.8 2.4 4.9 
Non-family assault 1.1 1.4 1.2 
Family assault 0.2 0.4 0.3 
Wounding 1.5 0.8 1.1 
Valid total base n 718 822 1540 
All figures based on valid cases. Core sample. Weighted percent, unweighted total Ns. 
Table 4.20 (above) presents active (twelve month) participation rates for the 
violent offences that comprise the summary variable of 'violence against the 
person', controlling for whether the respondent considered him or herself an 
adult. This item was included to test whether those who considered 
themselves adult (possibly through the taking up of adult responsibilities and 
activities), irrespective of their chronological age, experienced lower rates of 
offending than those who did not consider themselves as adult. 
Consistent with previous tables, the most commonly reported offence type for 
both respondents who did, and did not consider themselves adult was 
fighting. Approximately two (2.4 percent) and eight (7.8 percent) percent of 
self-rated adults and non-adults reported ever being involved in a fight during 
the 12 months prior to interview. 
For respondents who considered themselves adult, robbery was found to be 
the least frequently perpetrated offence for active offenders, with offending 
rates of 0.1 percent. In respect of those who did not consider themselves 
adults, family assault was the least common offence type, with less than one 
percent (0.2 percent) reporting active offending. 
12 Where a respondent reported that they considered themselves a child, or somewhere 
in-between, they 
were coded as not feeling like an adult. 
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By conducting an aggregated analysis of active violent offending by self rated 
adult status, it became apparent that four percent of respondents who 
considered themselves adult reported perpetration of a violent offence during 
the twelve months preceding the interview. This is in contrast to respondents 
who did not consider themselves adults, where approximately nine percent 
(9.4 percent) said that they been involved in a violent offence. From these 
results, respondents who did not consider themselves adults were found to be 
more involved in active violent offending. 
Like head of household status, there exists the possibility that the observed 
differences between the groups could be attributable to a maturation effect or 
an effect of having more responsibilities, or even possibly that violent 
offenders grow out of violent crime and move into other forms of offending, 
like acquisitive or corporate crime. 
Figure 4.9. Active violent offending by self-rated adult status 
Figure 4.9.95% Confidence Intervals. 12 month violence prevalence 
by whether the respondent considered themselves to be an adult 
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Further analysis was conducted to investigate whether any differences 
between these two groups were statistically significant. Figure 4.9 (above) 
presents the 95 percent confidence intervals for 'adults' and 'non-adults' for 
active violence prevalence (measured as a proportion of 1). It showed quite 
clearly that there was a significant difference between the groups, and that 
respondents who did not consider themselves to be adults were significantly 
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more likely than those who considered themselves adult to have committed a 
violent offence during the twelve months preceding the interview. 
Age and violent offending 
Like the previous tables, participation in violence by age has been analysed 
only in relation to active offenders. This is because the age-offending 
relationship is cumulative regarding lifetime offending rates. This means that 
more respondents in the highest age group will have reported ever committing 
violence than those in the younger age groups. This problem is removed if 
active offenders are concentrated on. 
Table 4.21. Participation in violence, by age, categorised 
Proportion of age group who had reported active violence 
Offence 
14-17 years 
% 
18-21 years 
% 
22-25 years 
% 
All Sig. 
% 
Robbery 
Male 0.4 1.2 0 0.6 
Female 0.4 0 0 0.1 
All 0.4 0.6 0 0.4 
Fighting 
Male 9.8 6.9 1.8 6.7 
Female 4.9 3.6 0 3.2 
All 7.3 5.3 0.9 4.9 
Non-family Assault 
Male 3.0 1.2 1.8 2.0 
Female 1.1 0 0 0.4 
All 2.1 0.6 0.9 1.2 
Family assault 
Male 0.4 0.4 0 0.3 
Female 0 0 0 0 
All 0.4 0.2 0 0.2 
Wounding 
Male 3.4 1.2 0 1.7 
Female 1.1 0 0 0.4 
All 2.3 0.6 0.3 1.1 
Overall 12 month offending 
Valid total base n 293 228 177 698 
Female 7.0 3.9 0.60 4.2 
Valid total base n 293 287 270 850 
All 9.6 6.6 2.0 6.6 
Valid total base n 586 515 447 1548 
Core sample, Weighted percentages, unweighted total Ns. * p<0.05, ** p<0.01 no asterisk 
indicates non-significant. 
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Violent offending by age group 
As can be seen from table 4.21 (above), violence perpetration is more 
prevalent amongst respondents in the 14 to 17 age range, and then reduces 
to approximately a quarter of its peak value for the oldest members of the 
sample. This result suggests that much like the findings on delinquent 
behaviour in general (Barclay, G. (ed. ) et al, 1993: 25), violent offending also 
rises in early adolescence, and then lowers again steadily over the next few 
years. 
As previously mentioned, the largest proportion of violent offenders in the 
sample were found within the 14 to 17 year age group where approximately 
ten percent (9.6 percent) reported committing a violent offence during the 
twelve months prior to interview. This is in contrast to approximately seven 
percent (6.6 percent) of 18 to 21 year olds, and two percent of 22 to 25 year 
olds. 
Consistent with the combined male and female result, the largest proportion of 
male violent offenders in the sample were found within the 14 to 17 year age 
group where approximately twelve percent (12.1 percent) reported having 
committed a violent offence during the twelve months preceding the interview. 
This compares with approximately ten percent (9.5 percent) of 18 to 21 year 
olds, and approximately three percent (3.4 percent) of 22 to 25 year olds. 
As with males, the largest proportion of female violent offenders in the sample 
were in the 14 to 17 year age group with seven percent having committed a 
violent offence during the twelve month reporting period, in comparison to 
approximately four percent (3.9 percent) of 18 to 21 year-olds and less than 
one percent (0.6 percent) of 22 to 25 year-olds. 
Investigating the age differences by offence type produces inconclusive 
evidence, due to low numbers of offenders in each of the age categories. 
Where there were sufficient numbers to test, a significant association was 
found between age and active offending regarding fighting, where those in the 
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older age bands were less likely than those in the youngest age band to be 
involved in fighting during the specified reporting period. 
Table 4.22. Participation in violence, by age 
Offence 
Age of respondents who had reported committing offence 
Mean Mode Std. Dev. N 
12 month offending 
Robbery 17.65 19 - 5 
Fighting 17.36 16 2.61 68 
Non-family assault 18.22 17 3.53 18 
Family assault 18.20 21 - 3 
Wounding 16.87 14 3.00 16 
Overall 12 month offending 17.61 16 2.80 93 
Core sample, Weighted data. Hyphen (-) indicates the n is too small to meaningfully interpret 
Table 4.22 (above) presents the mean and modal ages of active violent 
offenders in the sample. No large differences were found between offences in 
terms of the average age of offenders (17-18 years). The overall modal age 
was found to be slightly lower than the mean. 
A disaggregation of the summary violence variable into its constituent offence 
types shows that much like the overall result, the modal age is slightly lower 
than the mean age for all offence types except robbery and family assault, 
where as with the previous tables, small base numbers prevent any more 
meaningful discussion regarding these offences. 
Further analysis was conducted to investigate whether any age differences 
between the violent offence types were statistically significant. Figure 4.10 
(below) presents the 95 percent confidence intervals for the mean age of 
active violent offenders, which showed that there were no violent offence 
types which had a significantly higher average age of offenders from the 
others. 
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Figure 4.10. Mean ages of active violent offenders, by offence type 
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Figure 4.10.95% Confidence Intervals. Mean age of active violent offenders by 
offence type 
Fighting Non-Family Assault Wounding Total 
Offence type 
Frequency of offending 
In addition to investigating the prevalence of violence, this subsection 
presents average frequency of offending amongst active violent offenders, 
and aims to explain whether multiple violent offending is widespread amongst 
the group of violent offenders in this sample, broken down by offence type 
and sex 13 . 
13 Interpreting frequency of offending results proves a difficult enterprise with self-report data, largely 
because of the effects of respondents' memories (the possibility of under-reporting offences 
due to the 
number of offences committed - see Junger, 1989, for further 
details of this position). The issue of 
forward telescoping, as mentioned earlier, also comes into play here. Consequently, any results 
here 
should be viewed as an incomplete, but nonetheless important picture of the extent of youth violence 
in 
1992. 
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Table 4.23. Frequency of violent offendingý by sex 
Frequency of offending 
Active Offenders 
Mean Mode Std. Dev. n 
Robbery 
Males 1.19 14 
Females 1.25 1-1 
Total 1,20 1 0.89 5 
Fighting 
Males 2.82 2 5.33 41 
Females 2.03 1 4.63 22 
Total 2.54 1 5.07 63 
Non-family assault 
Males 2.13 1 2.72 14 
Females 1.28 1 - 3 
Total 1,97 1 2,47 18 
Family assault 
Males 1.47 1 - 3 
Females - 0 - 0 
Total 1,47 1 0.61 3 
Wounding 
Males 2.59 1 - 8 
Females 2.17 1 - 3 
Total 2.48 1 2.95 12 
Overall 
Males 3.07 2 5.98 57 
Females 2.01 1 4.67 29 
Core sample. Weighted data. Results based on valid cases only. Note: hyphen (-) denotes this cannot be 
meaningfully interpreted as the n is too small. 
Table 4.23 presents the mean and modal frequency of offending for 
respondents who reported committing the violent offences during the twelve 
month reporting period. Interestingly, no significant differences were found 
between male and female respondents in terms of their average frequency of 
offending for any of the offence types. In other words those respondents who 
did commit acts of violence did so to a similar extent regardless of their sex. 
On the whole, the mean frequency is positioned slightly above the modal 
value, indicating a positive skew on the distribution towards less frequent 
offending. 
Further analysis was conducted to investigate whether any differences 
between average incidence by offence types were statistically significant. 
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Figure 4.11. Average frequency of offending by offence type for active 
offenders 
Figure 4.11.95% Confidence Intervals. Mean frequency of offending (12 month violence 
prevalence) by offence type 
Figure 4.11 (above) presents the 95 percent confidence intervals for the 
average (measured by the mean) frequency of offending (over the specified 
twelve month reporting period) for the offence types comprising the summary 
violent offence, excluding robbery and family assault due to low base 
numbers. It showed that no offence types were committed significantly more 
than others in terms of incidence or frequency. 
Multiple violent offending 
Multiple offending has been defined pragmatically as any offence committed 
more than once by active offenders. In this study this refers specifically to 
active violent offenders. 
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Table 4.24. Frequency of active (twelve month) offending, by violent 
offence type, by sex 
Frequency of offending (twelve month prevalence) 
Offence Once Twice 3-5 times 6-10 times 11 + times N 
Fighting 
Males 30.0 52.5 15.0 0 2.5 40 
Females 81.0 4.8 14.3 0 0 21 
Total 47.5 36.1 14.7 0 1.6 61 
Non-family assault 
Males 64.3 21.4 0 7.1 7.1 14 
Females 100 0 0 0 0 3 
Total 70.6 17.6 0 5.9 5.9 17 
Wounding 
Males 57.1 28.6 0 14.3, 0 7 
Females 100 0 0 0 0 3 
Total 70.0 MO 0 10.0 0 10 
Overall 
Males 36.8 38.6 17.6 5.4 1.8 57 
Females 82.1 7.1 10.7 00 28 
, 
Total 51.8 28.2 15.2 3.6 1.2 85 
Core sample. Weighted data. Percentages are of those who have committed the offence type during the 12 month 
reporting period (valid cases only). Excludes robbery and family assault due to small cell sizes. 
As clearly visible from table 4.24 (above), for males, the majority of offence 
types composing the summary violent offence had been committed once in 
the last year, except for fighting where just over a half (52.5 percent) of those 
males who reported committing the offence during the twelve months 
preceding the interview did so twice. For females, the trend is very similar to 
the findings for males in that the majority of violent offence types had only 
been committed once. 
Regarding the overall offending variable for males, almost three quarters of 
those who had committed a violent offence during the twelve month reporting 
period, did so only once or twice, indicating that multiple violent offending 
does not to appear as the norm, or at least more as an extreme in this case. 
This is consistent with the hypothesis that a small number of high volume 
offenders account for a large share of the figures (Graham and Bowling, 1995; 
Flood-Page et al, 2000), something unlikely to be caught by a survey. 
Overall, for females, approximately four fifths (82.1 percent) of those who said 
that they had committed a violent offence in the last year had committed it 
131 
only once, indicating that (as for males) multiple offending is infrequent 
amongst the young people present in this sample. 
Age of violent onset 
As noted by Graham and Bowling (1995) in their original study, understanding 
the age of onset (the age when vio'ence begins) is central to understanding 
how offending begins, and also has connections with analysing desistance 
from offending and the analysis of criminal careers. It is well documented (for 
example, see Tarling, 1993: 56) that early starters tend to commit more 
frequent offences and desist later than late starters. The aim of this 
subsection is to shed light on the age of onset of violence, broken down 
where possible by offence type. This allows for an understanding of whether 
some violent offence types had an earlier age of onset than others, and 
whether there were any significant differences in the age of onset of offences 
between males and females 14 . 
14 The mean age of onset will depend to some extent on the respondent's current age, that 
is, the older a 
respondent is, the more likely they will have started to offend 
later (e. g. a 14 year old cannot report 
onset at 15, unlike a 16 year old). It is however assumed that this 
is irrelevant when trying to 
understand behaviours since the respondents will 'all be subject to the same minor 
distortions' 
(Graham and Bowling, 1995: 23). 
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Table 4.25. Age of onset of violent offences (summary measure), by sex 
Age of onset of offending 
Core Sample 
Mean Mode Std. Dev. n 
Robbery 
Males 16.40 18 4 
Females 14.50 16 1 
Total 16.10 18 - 5 
Fighting 
Males 15.29 14 2.56 44 
Females 16.32 15 2.65 23 
Total 15.64 14 2.62 66 
Non-family assault 
Males 15.56 16 5.21 14 
Females 15.38 16 - 3 
Total 15.53 16 4.69 17 
Family assault 
Males 15.57 21 - 3 
Females - - 0 
Total 15,57 21 - 3 
Wounding 
Males 15.57 13 2.82 12 
Females 14.82 14 - 3 
Total 15.41 13 2.75 16 
Overall 
Males 15.07 14 3.02 63 
Females 15.45 14 2.84 29 
Total 15.19 14 2.95 92 
Core sample, Weighted data. Results based on valid cases only. Note: hyphen (-) denotes this cannot be 
meaningfully interpreted as the n is too small. 
Table 4.25 presents the mean and modal age of onset of violence for active 
violent offenders. No large differences were found between male and female 
respondents in terms of their average age of onset of violence (15 years). The 
overall modal (or peak) age of onset was slightly lower than the mean, for 
both females and males (14 years). It is worth noting that this is somewhat 
younger than the peak age of general offending in the early 1990S15' when 
these data were collected. 
A disaggregation of violence into its constituent offence types shows that 
much like the overall result, the modal age was slightly lower than the mean 
(average) age. The instances where this was not the case were robbery, 
family assault, and to a lesser extent, non-family assault and wounding where 
small base numbers rendered any further inference problematic. 
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All of the listed violent offence types, except robbery appeared to have the 
same age of onset of 15 years. In the case of robbery the age of onset was a 
year older, 16 years 16 . 
Further analysis was conducted to investigate whether any differences 
between the mean ages of onset of offence type were statistically significant. 
Figure 4.12 (below) presents the 95 percent confidence intervals for the mean 
age of onset for the offence types comprising the aggregate summary violent 
offence, excluding robbery and family assault due to low base numbers. It 
showed that there were no violent offences with a significantly higher age of 
onset than the others. 
Figure 4.12. Mean age of onset for active violent offenders, by offence 
type 
Figure 4.12.95% Confidence Intervals. Mean age of onset for violent offending (12 month 
violence prevalence) by offence type 
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15 The peak age of known offending in 1991 was 18 years for males and 15 years for females 
(Barclay 
(ed. ), 1993: 25). 
16 this analysis would need to be reproduced with a much larger sample to make the 
finding more 
robust and less tentative. 
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Fighting Non-Family Assault Wounding Total 
Bivariate Analysis of Background Factors 
Results from the bivariate associations analysis 
Following on from the demographic analysis, this section (tables 4.26 to 4.34) 
describes the extent of active violent offending across a range of background 
factors, including views and beliefs, family, leisure, peer, school, alcohol and 
drugs factors. This is followed by an attempt at further contextualisation, by 
describing the associations between different offence types and violence, by 
investigating age differences in terms of onset across different offence types, 
and by describing who offenders reported being with and where the offence 
occurred, at the time of the most recent violent incident. 
It should be noted that only those variables associated with active offending at 
a five percent level, or below ((X=0.05) for either males or females, are 
presented in the tables. This is out of a total of approximately 130 
independent or predictor variables, which were originally analysed for this 
study. A fuller list of the variables investigated can be found in appendix 2, 
including the findings on the change in risk or odds of offending by category. 
Family Factors and Violence 
As Riley and Shaw (1985: 2) confirm, many years of delinquency research 
has established that children who commit offences at an early age and who 
go on to become serious offenders tend to come from large families, and have 
other family members (particularly fathers) in trouble with the police, amongst 
other factors. Many of the findings however pertain to younger children, and 
have largely been based on studies of young males (Riley and Shaw, 1985). 
In light of previous findings on family factors on offending, this section utilised 
variables from the Youth Lifestyles data to test the theoretical positions based 
on past research included in the literature review relating to the possible 
effects of family factors on violence, and extends further by analysing other 
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family factors, such as the effect of family structure or having children of one's 
own. 
As visible throughout the following section (and in table 4.26, below), the 
associations between family factors and violence were not consistent across 
both sexes. For males, associations were identified between siblings in 
trouble with the police, having children and violence, whilst with females the 
strongest associations were between violence and living without a father, and 
living at home with one's parents 17 . 
Regarding family structure, the data suggested that those with lone parent 
backgrounds were reporting more violence than those from step-families or 
from families with both natural parents, but only in the case of males. Again, 
this factor is tested further in the multivariate analysis contained within chapter 
five. As noted by Riley and Shaw (1985) amongst others, there is still the 
question of whether children from lone parent families differ in other ways 
from children living with both parents. Jackson (1982) asserts that life in lone 
parent families is often more difficult (than in households w, ith more than one 
parent) but is no less caring. 
Family size did not appear to show any significant pattern in relation to violent 
offending from this sample for males. For females, the association was 
statistically significant, though it was unclear as to the direction of the 
association (whether larger or smaller families contributed to an increase in 
violent offending). 
There were other noteworthy 'family' variables which were not associated with 
violence at the five percent level, including: parents or sister in trouble with the 
17 This sex difference could be for a number of reasons. Firstly, because the sub-sample of active 
offenders was heavily skewed towards males (69 percent of active offenders in the sample were male), 
any statistical analysis will quite likely produce non-significant results for females simply because of 
the low base numbers, and in other instances, associations apparent in small samples of violent 
offenders might not be associated in larger samples, where sampling errors might be reduced. 
Secondly, it may also be that these differences are real, and that factors associated with violence for 
males are genuinely quite different to those for females. Indeed this possibility is tested more fully as 
part of the multivariate analysis, using logistic regression. 
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police; relationship with father; living with one's mother; relationship with 
mother; eating meals together; and frequency of family gatherings. These 
results are tabulated in appendix 2, recording the risk statistic and significance 
level. The specific factors are explained in greater detail below. 
Living without a father 
Within the lifestyles section of the Youth Lifestyles Survey questionnaire, 
respondents were asked whether or not they had a father 18 or someone they 
considered to be their father. Overall, approximately nine percent of the core 
sample reported either not having a father, or not seeing them when they 
were aged 14 or 15 years. 
As can be seen from table 4.26, living without a father appeared to be 
significantly associated with violence for females in the sample, but not for 
males. 'Eight percent (8.3 percent) of female respondents who did not have a 
father when they were aged 14 or 15 years reported perpetrating violence 
during the twelve months prior to interview, against three percent (3.3 
percent) of females who did have a father perpetrating violence. The odds of 
female respondents who did have a father committing violence were 
approximately one third of those of females without fathers. 
Family members in trouble with the police 
Siblings in trouble with the police 
All respondents were asked whether their brother or sister had ever been in 
trouble with the police19, which was then crosstabulated by the aggregate 
active violent offending variable. From this analysis it became clear that 
sibling criminality was positively associated with violent offending in some 
18 Respondents under 16 years were asked to report whether they had a father or someone they 
considered to be their father at the time of interview ("do you have a father or someone that you 
consider to be your father? "). Respondents aged 16 and above were asked whether they 
had a father 
when they were 15 years old ("did you have a father or someone that you considered to 
be your father 
when you were 15? "). This was to identify respondents who did not 
have a father in 
childhood/adolescence (aged 14 or 15 years). 
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cases, but not in others. Taking the sample as a whole, around nine percent 
of respondents had siblings in trouble with the police, and eight percent 
reported having brothers who had been in trouble with the police, specifically. 
Overall, having either a brother or sister in trouble with the police increased 
the chance that the respondent had committed violence, but the result was 
only statistically significant20 for males. 19 percent (18.8 percent) of males 
with a sibling in trouble with the police reported perpetrating violence within 
the twelve months prior to interview, against eight percent of male 
respondents without siblings in trouble with the police. The odds of male 
respondents who reported a sibling in trouble with the police committing 
violence were over two times greater than for those who did not. 
Brother in trouble with the police 
Having a brother in trouble with the police was also found to be significantly 
associated with violence, but again only for males in the sample. 
Eighteen percent (18.2 percent) of male respondents who reported having a 
brother in trouble with the police also reported violence perpetration during the 
twelve month reporting period. This was against eight percent (8.2 percent) of 
respondents whose brothers had not been in trouble. The odds of male 
respondents who had a brother in trouble with the police committing violence 
were around two times greater than for those who did not. 
For females, the result also showed that respondents whose brothers had 
been in trouble with the police were more likely to have reported violence 
perpetration, but the result was not statistically significant. 
'9 Respondents were asked "has anyone you know ever been in trouble with the police for committing a 
criminal offence? ", which was followed up by the question "who? " in order to identify who they were. 
Brothers and sisters were both response categories in relation to this question. 
20 At, or below the five percent level (p<0.05). 
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Having children 
For young people within this sample having children was not a widespread 
occurrence. Overall, eleven percent of the sample reported having children 21 
of their own. Much like sibling criminality, having children appeared positively 
associated with violence for males but not females. 18 percent (18.2 percent) 
of males with children reported violence perpetration in the twelve months 
prior to interview, against eight percent (8.1 percent) of males without 
children. The odds of those male respondents who had children committing 
violence were approximately two and a half times greater than those who did 
not. For females the opposite effect became apparent, but was not statistically 
significant. 
In order to test whether living with children acted as a kind of control, stability 
or responsibility factor (or even perhaps the opposite), further analysis was 
conducted to see whether fathers who lived with their children were more 
likely to report violence perpetration than fathers who did not. No significant 
differences were found between fathers who lived with their children, and 
those who did not, in terms of violence prevalence over the twelve month 
period. It should be noted that this analysis involved working with very small 
numbers, thus making any meaningful inference impossible. 
Living with parents 
Across the core sample as a whole, approximately a quarter of respondents 
reported living away from their parents at the time of the interview. 
Crosstabulated with the summary active violence variable showed that living 
with one's parents did not produce a clear association with violence across 
the board. 
Females in the sample who lived at home were significantly more likely to 
report violence perpetration than those who did not. Six percent (5.5 percent) 
of female respondents who lived with their parents were active violent 
offenders, against one percent of those who did not live with their parents. 
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The odds of those female respondents who reported living at home 
committing violence during the twelve month reporting period were 
approximately five and a half times greater than for those females who did not 
live at home. 
For males, no significant differences were found between respondents who 
lived with their parents and those who did not, in terms of active violence 
prevalence. It is worth noting that age, maturity and responsibility factors may 
be at play here, as living away from home and assuming adult responsibilities 
may be acting at the same level as age or maturation factors. Also it is likely 
that younger respondents are more likely to be living at home than older 
respondents. Indeed an analysis of the 'living with parents' variable, not 
included in this study showed this to be the case. 
Family structure 
Respondents were asked as part of the survey to describe the structure of 
their farn ily22 by reporting with whom they had lived. From this information a 
variable was constructed to identify respondents who had lived with both their 
natural parents, step parents and lone parents, which was then 
crosstabulated by the summary twelve month violence variable. Overall, it 
was found that three quarters of those who responded to the question lived 
with both natural parents, approximately eight percent lived with a step- 
parent, and around 17 percent lived with their lone parent. 
As can be seen from table 4.26 (below) it appears from this data that 
respondents who reported living in lone parent families had higher violence 
prevalence rates for both males and females, but interestingly this was only 
statistically significant in the case of males. 
2' Respondents were asked "do you have any children, or are you responsible as a parent for any 
children? " 
22 Respondents were asked to report the structure of their family at the time if they were below 16. If 
they were older they were asked to report their structure when they were 15 years. 
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For males, approximately 17 (16.8 percent) percent of respondents from lone 
parent families reported violence perpetration during the twelve months 
preceding the interview, against approximately seven percent (6.6 percent) of 
respondents from families with a step parent, and five percent (5.4 percent) of 
families with both natural parents. 
Family size 
In relation to numbers of siblings, it was found that approaching a half of the 
sample (47 percent) had one sibling, around a quarter (23 percent) had two 
siblings, 17 percent had no siblings and approximately 13 percent had three 
or more at the time of interview. Sibling numbers was not found to show any 
clear or significant relationship with violent offending for males, but did 
however for females (although the pattern was not altogether clear here 
either). 
Highest proportions of female violent offenders were reported amongst those 
living in families with three or more siblings, where 13 percent (13.2 percent) 
reported perpetration during the twelve months prior to interview. Lowest 
proportions of violent offenders were found amongst families with two siblings, 
where approximately one percent (1.2 percent) reported violence perpetration 
during the same reporting period. Interestingly, respondents with no siblings 
had a higher proportion of violence perpetrators (five percent) than 
respondents with one sibling (3.5 percent). 
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Table 4.26. Family factors and offending 
Family Factor Males offended Females offended Total offended 
%nI%nI%n 
Does not have a father 14.3 60 8.3 107 11.0 167 
Has a father 8.2 597 3.3 716 5.8 1313 
Siblings ever in trouble n. s 
with police 
No 8.0 634 3.7 752 5.9 1386 
Yes 18.8 64 7.9 98 13.4 162 
Brother ever in trouble n. s 
with police 
No 8.2 642 3.7 759 6.1 1401 
Yes 18.2 56 8.5 91 13.2 147 
Having children ns n. s 
Does not have children 8.1 631 4.8 608 6.6 1239 
Has children 18.2 61 1.8 233 5.8 294 
Does not live with parents 8.9 '143 1.0 317 4.3 460 
Lives with parents 9.0 555 5.5 533 7.3 1088 
Family structure n. s 
Both natural parents 5.4 459 3.2 537 4.4 996 
Lone parent 16.8 101 7.3 157 11.7 113 
Natural + step-parent 6.6 57 5.3 56 6.1 258 
Family size n. s n's 
No siblings 9.3 141 5.0 176 7.2 317 
1 sibling 10.7 326 3.5 349 7.0 675 
2 siblings 8.9 135 1.2 188 5.0 323 
3 or more siblings 5.0 93 13.2 129 8.0 222 
Core sample. Weighted percentages, unweighted Ns. *P<0.05, **P<0.01, n. s indicates non-significant association 
(p2: 0.05) 
Attachment, Control Factors and Violence 
As well as family variables, attachment and social control factors were also 
included as part of the bivariate analysis. This section discusses these 
findings, which can also be found summarised in table 4.27 (below). 
Attachment variables: defining attachment 
For the purposes of this study, attachment has been loosely defined in line 
with the general social control and social disorganisation perspectives, 
relating primarily to attachments to societal institutions, such as the family and 
23 or someone they considered to be their father. 
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the school, and also more specifically in relation to Hirschi's (1969) view, 
where attachment also refers to the psychological and emotional connection 
one feels towards other individuals or groups. As Hirschi (1969: 18) noted, the 
primary attachments and interactions are with parents, closely followed by 
attachments to peers (to be covered in greater detail in the section relating 
specifically to peer factors on table 4.31), teachers, religious leaders, and 
other members of a community. For Hirschi, as the individual becomes more 
attached to others, he or she is less likely to become delinquent (Hirschi, 
1969: 19). Parents, for example are said to act as a buffer against deviant 
influences by "providing a source of basic ties and commitments to the 
conventional order" (Rankin & Kern, 1994: 495). 
It should be noted that there are other 'attachment' variables in other tables, 
which are more directly related to the section under which they have been 
placed (school factors, for example). It is thus understood that none of these 
categories are mutually exclusive. 
Assuming the variables (discussed in greater detail below) are providing 
information on attachment, these findings suggest that attachment (or the lack 
of it) is in some instances significantly associated with the perpetration of 
violence. The association does not however move in the same direction for all 
variables, for both males and females in this section. 
For males, associations were found between higher rates of violence and: a 
lack of active religious attendance, a lack of parental knowledge regarding 
their whereabouts, lower levels of parental supervision, often spending time 
with one's father, often spending time with one's siblings and being in a long 
term relationship. 
For females, associations were found with: lack of religious identification or 
affiliation, a lack of parental knowledge over their whereabouts when they go 
out, running away from home, infrequently spending time with a partner 
(boyfriend, girlfriend, or spouse), not being easily contactable in an 
emergency and not taking responsibility for others. 
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What can be seen clearly is that parental knowledge over one's whereabouts 
appeared to generate lower proportions of violent offenders for both males 
and females in the sample, and could thus be viewed as a potential predictive 
factor, ungendered in its effects. Interestingly, whilst active religious 
attendance (as a measure of attachment or possibly even social capital in a 
'bonding' sense - see Putnam, 2000 for further details) was not found to be 
related to violence for females in the sample (but was for males), religiosity 
itself was closely associated. Religiosity was not associated with violence for 
males. 
Like religiosity, female respondents who reported spending time in the 
company of their partner had lower proportions of violent offenders within 
them, than those who either spent little time with them or had none at all. 
Responsibility factors in terms of respondents being contactable in an 
emergency and being responsible for others decreased the proportions of 
violent offenders amongst females but had no effect on male violence. 
Spending time in the company of one's father and siblings on the other hand, 
only increased the proportions of violent offenders for males. These findings 
are discussed in further detail below. 
Religiosity 
Within the core sample as a whole, approximately one quarter (26.4 percent) 
of respondents did not report being affiliated to any religious or church 
grouping. Table 4.27 presents the proportions of respondents who were 
categorised as either religious or not (based on whether they reported having 
a religion) and who reported committing a violent offence during the twelve 
months preceding the Youth Lifestyles interview. As can be seen from the 
table, violence was more prevalent amongst those who were not religious 
than those who were, but the result was only statistically significant for 
females in the sample. 
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For females, less than one percent (0.7 percent) of those who were religious 
reported active violent offending. This was in marked contrast to the 
proportions of non-religious violent offenders, where approximately five 
percent (5.2 percent) had perpetrated violence within the twelve months prior 
to interview. The odds of those female respondents who did not report being 
religious committing violence were approximately eight times higher than for 
those who were religious. 
This raises the question of whether belief or religious teachings steer people 
away from violence, or act as some sort of protective factor. Religious people 
may also spend their free time in different ways which might lead them to exist 
in less risky locations than those who were not religious (e. g. at a church 
rather than hanging around on the streets). In order to investigate this more 
fully, religiosity was crosstabulated with the multiple peer related risk factor 
(where a respondent is coded as 'yes' if they reported spending time with 
friends, has friends in trouble with the police, and spends time out in public). 
This was to see whether those who were religious were less likely to have the 
multiple peer related risk factor associated with them. It was found that there 
were no associations between religiosity and the multiple peer related factor 
for either males or females in the sample. 
Religious attendance 
In addition to religious identity, attendance at a religious function 24 (within the 
month prior to interviewing) was also crosstabulated with the summary twelve 
month violence variable as a further indicator for religious attachment. It 
showed that overall there were some differences between the violent 
proportions of those who reported attending a function, and the violent 
proportions of those who did not attend. The data also identified that the 
relationship ran in the opposite direction for females to that of males, although 
the association was not statistically significant in the case of females. 
Approximately ten percent (10.1 percent) of males who did not attend a 
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religious activity reported violence, against approximately one percent (1.1 
percent) of those who had attended. 
Parental knowledge of where the respondent is, or who they are with 
when going out 
Whilst accepting that definitions of parental supervision tend to reflect "a 
narrow aspect of parental behaviour" (Riley and Shaw, 1985: 66), some 
research (e. g. Riley and Shaw, 1985) has shown an association between 
parental supervision and delinquency after having controlled for the effects of 
other factors within a multivariate analysis. It is however still unclear as to how 
parental supervision may specifically affect violence rather than delinquency. 
In order to find out about the possible link with violence, this study tested the 
possible influence of parental supervision (in the sense of a potential social 
control mechanism) on violence, in terms of whether respondents' parents 
knew where they were when they went OUt25, whether they knew who they 
were with when they went OUt26 , and ultimately whether their parents 
knew 
where and with whom they were going out when they spent time away from 
the home ('parental supervision'). The results are tabulated in table 4.27 
below. 
Whereabouts 
Regarding whereabouts, approximately 57 percent (56.9 percent) of 
respondents reported that their parents always knew where they were when 
they went out. 
24 Respondents were asked to indicate from a list of different activities, which, if any, they had been to 
or done in the last month. "Attended a religious service, meeting or some other religious activity" was 
one of the activities listed, and subsequently used for this analysis. 
2' Respondents were asked "how often do your parent(s) or guardian know where you are when you go 
out in the evening?. " if they were below 16 years. Older respondents were asked to report 
retrospectively when they were 15 years old. 
26 Respondents were asked "how often do your parent(s) or guardian know who you are with when you 
go out in the evening? " if they were below 16 years. Older respondents were asked to report 
retrospectively when they were 15 years old. 
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As can be seen from the table (table 4.27), significantly greater proportions of 
active violent offenders were found amongst respondents whose parents did 
not always know where they were, against those whose parents always did. 
Approximately 12 percent (11.8 percent) of males and six percent (6.1 
percent) of females whose parents did not always know where they were, 
reported violence, against six percent (5.8 percent) of males and three 
percent (2.8 percent) of females whose parents always knew. The odds of 
those male and female respondents (who reported their parents always 
knowing) committing violence were approximately half those whose parents 
did not always know. 
With whom were they going out? 
In relation to the question of how often parents knew who respondents were 
with when they went out, approximately 51 percent (50.7 percent) of the 
sample reported that their parents always knew who they were with. No 
statistically significant associations were identified across either males or 
females with violent offending. Thus, parental knowledge of whom their 
children were with on its own did not appear to be significantly related to 
violence in this sample. 
Parental Supervision Interaction Term 
In order to test the views posited by Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990), and Riley 
and Shaw (1985) regarding the relevance of parental supervision to offending, 
an interaction term was constructed from the previous two variables used to 
measure the degree of parental supervision. If a respondent reported that 
their parents or guardians always knew where they were and who they were 
with, they were categorised as experiencing 'high' levels of supervision. The 
results from crosstabulating the parental supervision variable indicated the 
same trends for males and females insofar as those reporting high levels of 
supervision experienced lower levels of violence perpetration than those 
experiencing lower levels of supervision, but the results were only statistically 
significant in the case of males. 
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For males, approximately eleven percent (10.6 percent) of those reporting low 
to medium levels of supervision were involved in violence perpetration against 
around six percent (5.6 percent) of respondents reporting higher levels of 
supervision. The odds of those male respondents who reported their parents 
not always knowing both where they were and who they were with 
perpetrating violence during the twelve month reporting period, were 
approximately double those males whose parents did know. 
Running away from home 
Across the core sample as a whole, running awaY27 from home was a 
relatively uncommon occurrence. Approximately seven percent of the sample 
reported having ever run away from home. 
Despite the trends appearing to be quite similar across the sexes, significant 
associations between running away and violence were only evident in the 
case of female respondents in the sample, where approximately ten percent 
(10.4 percent) of respondents who had run away from home reported 
perpetration of violence during the twelve month reporting period, against 
three percent (3.3 percent) of non-runaways. The odds of those females who 
reported running away committing violence, were approximately three times 
that of those females who had not run away from home. 
Attachment to one's family of origin 
As part of the Youth Lifestyles questionnaire, respondents were asked to rate 
how often they spent their spare time with their parents and siblin gS28 . Table 
4.27 included these results, which showed that there did appear to be a 
positive association between violence and spending time with one's father or 
siblings in the case of males in the sample but not for females, where the 
trend was less clearly identifiable. 
" Respondents below 16 years were asked "have you ever run away from home for one or more nights 
without their permission and without telling them where you were going? ". Older respondents were 
similarly asked "Before you reached your 16'h birthday, did you ever run away from your parents home 
for one or more nights without their permission and without telling them where you were going? " 
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Often spending time with one's father 
Taking the core sample as a whole, around ten percent of the sample 
reported 'very often' spending time with their father. Approximately 20 percent 
(19.6 percent) of males who spent this amount of time with their father 
reported violence perpetration during the twelve months preceding the 
interview, against eight percent (8.1 percent) of those who spent less time 
with them perpetrating violence. Surprisingly, the odds of males (who reported 
often spending time with their father) committing violence, were approximately 
three times higher than for those who spent less time with their fathers. There 
are a host of explanations which might identify why this might be the case, 
particularly focusing itself around the issue of masculinities (cultures of 
masculinity, or a reinforcement of masculine values tending toward violent 
and aggressive behaviour). 
Often spending time with one's siblings 
Overall, approximately eight percent of males and females in the sample 
reported 'very often' spending time in the company of their siblings. A 
remarkably similar pattern to that of spending time with one's father was 
evident regarding spending time with siblings, where 20 percent of males who 
spent this amount of time with their brothers or sisters reported committing 
violence during the twelve month reporting period, compared with 
approximately eight percent (8.2 percent) of those who spent less time with 
them. Like spending time with fathers, these results indicated that the odds of 
violent offending for males were three times higher if they reported often 
spending time with their siblings, than if they did not. It may be that the 
increased proportion of violent offenders amongst those who spent time with 
their siblings might point toward the influence of (possibly) delinquent family 
members. 
2' Respondents were asked "how often, if at all, do you spend your spare time with the following 
people? ". Listed persons included mothers, fathers and siblings. 
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Relationships 
Respondents were also asked about whether they were currently involved in a 
relationship, whether it was a long term relationship, whether their partner 
lived with them, and how much time they spent together. The results from the 
responses to these questions can be found in table 4.27. 
In a long-term relationship 
Respondents were coded as being in a long-term relationship if they reported 
being married, living as married 29 , or being in a relationship which has lasted 
longer than one year 30 at the time of the Youth Lifestyles interview. 
Overall, approximately a quarter of the sample reported being in a relationship 
described as long-term. Rates of violence perpetration were found to be 
higher amongst both males and females where they were involved in long- 
term relationships, but only produced a statistically significant association in 
the case of males. 
Fifteen percent (14.9 percent) of males in a long term relationship reported 
violence perpetration over the twelve month period, against seven percent 
(7.4 percent) of males not in a long-term relationship at the time of interview. 
These results indicate that the odds of violent offending for males were twice 
as high if they reported being in a long-term relationship, than if they were not. 
Again, this finding runs in the opposite direction to what might be expected if 
attachment theories were at play, as the effect of being in a long-term 
relationship might have been expected to have acted as a protective factor 
against offending, and not the other way round as has been found in this data. 
However, given the remarks by Athens in relation to the 'generalised other' as 
reported in the literature review, maybe this finding illuminates the possibility 
that as well as protecting against offending, the presence of generalised 
others may in some instances increase the likelihood of offending. 
This 
possibility is tested further in the multivariate analysis in chapter 
five. 
29 Respondents were asked for their marital status. 
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Often spending time with one's partner 
Across the sample as a whole, approaching a third (30.2 percent) of young 
people reported 'very often' spending time with their partner 31 . It was 
observed that the association between violence and spending time with one's 
partner did not tend to run in the same direction for both sexes. There 
appeared to be a negative association regarding females, where those often 
spending time with their partner reported significantly lower rates of violence 
than those who did not spend as much time with their partners. 
Approximately two percent (2.1 percent) of females in the sample who 'very 
often' spent time with their partners reported involvement in violence, against 
approximately six percent (5.7 percent) of those spending less time. The odds 
of offending for females were approximately two thirds lower if they reported 
very often spending time with partner than if they did not. 
For males, the opposite trend emerged, where greater proportions of violent 
offenders were found amongst males who reported spending time with their 
partners, though the association was not statistically significant at the five 
percent level or below. 
Being contactable in an emergency 
Across the whole sample, the vast majority (over ninety percent) of young 
people reported that they can be contacted in an emergenCy32 . As can be 
seen from table 4.27 (below), there did appear to be an association between 
contactability and violence perpetration, but this association was only 
statistically significant for females in the sample. 
Regarding females, three percent (2.8 percent) of respondents who reported 
being contactable in an emergency had committed violence over the twelve 
30 Respondents were asked the length of their current relationship. 
31 As with spending time with one's parents, respondents were also able to report the amount of spare 
time they spent with their partners (boyfriend/girlfriend/partner/husband or wife). 
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month period. This was in contrast to a third (33.3 percent) of respondents 
who were not contactable who reported perpetrating violence during the same 
time period. The odds of those female respondents who reported being 
contactable in an emergency committing violence were approximately half of 
those who reported not being contactable. 
Taking responsibility for others or the household 
Overall, approximately one fifth of the sample reported doing chores for 
others33. Like being contactable in an emergency, there does appear to be an 
association between taking responsibility and violent offending, but the 
negative association is only statistically significant in the case of females. 
For females, around one percent (1.2 percent) of respondents who reported 
taking responsibility for other people had perpetrated violence over the twelve 
month period. This was in contrast to five percent (5.1 percent) of 
respondents who did not take responsibilities for others reporting active 
violence perpetration. The odds of those female respondents who reported 
taking responsibilities committing violence during the twelve month reporting 
period were approximately a quarter of those who did not report taking 
responsibilities. 
32 As part of the survey, young people were asked "would close friends and/or your immediate family 
usually know where to find you in an emergency? " 
13 Respondents were asked "in your household, how often is it you who does each of the following/". 
Listed items included in this variable included "making meals for others in your own family", 
"cleaning rest of the house", "looking after elderly relatives", "painting/decorating", and "making 
repairs around the house". Those who said that they always, usually or sometimes engaged 
in these 
activities were coded positively on this variable. 
152 
Table 4.27. Attachment factors and offending 
Attachment Factor Males offended 
%n 
Females oife-nded 
%n 
Total offended 
%n 
Religious n. s n. s 
Religious 12.2 470 0.7 652 6.3 1122 
Not religious 7.6 223 5.2 189 7.6 412 
Actively religioUS34 n. s n. s 
No 10.1 630 4.0 732 7.0 1362 
Yes 1.1 68 5.5 118 3.6 186 
Parents know where you are 35 
Parents always know 5.8 318 2.8 521 4.1 839 
Parents do not always know 11.8 343 6.1 302 9.7 645 
Parents know who with36 n. s nýs n. s 
Parents always know 8.6 288 3.8 485 5.6 773 
Parents do not always know 9.8 372 3.9 338 7.5 710 
Parental supervision 31 n. s 
High 5.7 225 3.2 423 4.1 648 
Medium/low 10.6 435 4.6 400 8.3 835 
Ever runaway from home n. s 
No 8.4 612 3.3 726 5.8 1338 
Yes 15.6 50 10.4 98 12.8 148 
Often spends time with father n. s. n. s 
No father/not very often 8.1 634 4.1 745 6.2 1379 
Yes, spends time very often 19.6 62 4.0 103 10.7 165 
Often spends time with n. s 
siblings 
No siblings/not very often 8.2 635 3.8 753 6.0 1388 
Yes, very often spends time 20.0 61 7.0 94 12.4 155 
In a long term relationship n. s 
No 7.4 544 3.6 652 5.4 1196 
Yes 14.9 149 6.4 194 10.5 343 
Spends time with partner n. s n. S 
Very often spends time 11.3 167 2.1 323 5.4 490 
Spends less time with partner 38 8.4 528 5.7 523 7.2 1051 
Easily contactable ns 
Contactable in an emergency 8.1 595 2.8 790 5.4 1385 
Not contactable in emergency 14.0 80 33.3 33 18.5 113 
Responsibility for others 9 n. s 
Yes 7.1 126 1.2 290 3.3 416 
No 9.3 572 5.1 560 7.3 1132 
Core sample. Weighted percentages, unweighted Ns. *P<0.05, **P<0.01, n. s indicates non-significant association 
(pA. 05). 
34 Respondents were defined as actively religious if they reported attending a religious service, meeting 
or some other religious activity during the month prior to interview. 
35 Respondents were asked how often their parents knew where they were going when they went out. 
36 Respondents were asked how often their parents knew who they were with when they went out. 
37 Respondents whose parents knew where they were and who they were with when they went out were 
coded as having high supervision, otherwise they were coded as having medium or low supervision. 
38 Or not having a partner at all 
3' A respondent was coded as responsible for others if they reported always, usually or sometimes: 
making meals for other people, cleaning the house, looking after elderly relatives, painting/decorating, 
or making repairs around the house. 
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School Factors and Violence 
Numerous theories (see Phillipson, C. M., in Carson & Wiles, 1971) over the 
years mention the relevance of the link between school factors and offending. 
For example, Stinchcombe (1964) found that truancy and 'disruptive' 
behaviour were 'strongly and consistently' related to attitudes of 'expressive 
alienation' from school values and activities. "Such alienation is partly the 
result of the disjunctive articulation between the curriculum and the labour 
market for many of the pupils" (Phillipson, C. M., in Carson & Wiles, 1971: 
249). 
As part of the Youth Lifestyles survey, respondents were asked about their 
school experiences: at what age they left; whether they liked school; whether 
they truanted, and whether they had ever been excluded from attending 
school. The following section describes the findings from an analysis of these 
factors against violent offending, controlling for sex. 
All of the school factors were associated with violent offending at a five 
percent level or below regarding males, something quite different from the 
results from females in the sample, where a significant association was only 
found in relation to school exclusions. Both males and females who had 
reported being excluded from school experienced significantly higher rates of 
violence perpetration during the twelve monthreporting period than those who 
had not been excluded. 
For males alone, being at secondary school, disliking or feeling indifferent 
about school, rating one's schoolwork of average or below average standard, 
and truanting all produced significant associations with self reported violent 
offending, though none of these factors emerged in relation to females. 
Again, it may well be that small numbers of female violent offenders in this 
sample are making apparently significant variables appear non-si g nifi cant, or 
indeed that these differences between male and females are real, in terms of 
school related predictors. 
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Adding to other possibilities, Graham (1988: 47) argues that it has not been 
clearly shown that schools have a direct influence on delinquency. Indeed 
much research fails to account for the effects of intervening level variables on 
offending. Despite these findings, this data shows that overall school factors 
are an important factor when understanding violence and its correlates for 
males but this assertion can not be made as confidently in the case of 
females in this sample. Therefore, this analysis would need to be repeated on 
a larger sample for females in particular, in order to test the association more 
rigorously acirýoss both sexes, in addition to investigating more closely the 
effects of such factors acting at an intervening level. 
Being at secondary school 
Overall, taking males and females together, one-quarter (24.8 percent) of the 
core sample reported being at secondary school. Table 4.28 presents the 
proportions of respondents who were at secondary school, and those who 
were not, by 'active' violent offending. As can be seen, violence is significantly 
more prevalent amongst males who reported being at secondary school, but 
this result was not found amongst females in the sample, where barely any 
variations were observed in the proportions of violent offenders across the two 
groups. 
For males in the sample, approximately eight percent (7.6 percent) of those 
who were no longer in secondary education reported active violent offending. 
This was in marked contrast to the proportions of secondary school violent 
offenders, where approximately 14 percent (13.5 percent) had committed 
violence within the twelve months prior to interview. The odds of violent 
offending for males were approximately double if they reported being at 
secondary school, than if they were not. 
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Liking school 
Respondents were also asked to report how much they enjoyed school40' the 
dichotomised results of which are crosstabulated with the summary twelve 
month violence variable in table 4.28 (below). Overall, approximately half (48 
percent) of the respondents reported disliking or feeling indifferentl towards 
school. As can be seen from table 4.28, significantly greater proportions of 
active violent offenders were found amongst respondents who did not report 
liking school a lot, against those who did, but this association was only evident 
in the case of males. Like the previous variable, no significant relationship 
was found between this particular school factor and violence for females, 
though the association was in the same direction as that for males, but to a 
lesser extent. 
Approximately 14 percent (13.6 percent) of males who did not remember 
liking school reported violence against four percent (3.7 percent) of male 
respondents who liked school a lot. The odds of offending for males were four 
times higher if they reported having indifferent or negative feelings about 
school. 
Self-rated standard of school work 
As part of the lifestyles section of the questionnaire, respondents were asked 
to rate the standard of their work when they were at school along a Likert-type 
scale, which was then dichotomised 41 . 
Approximately 60 percent (59.8 
percent) of the sample taken together, did not consider their work to be of 
'above average' standard. 
Like being at school and attitudes toward school, significant associations 
between schoolwork and violence were evident only in the case of male 
respondents in the sample. For these males, a positive association was 
40 Under 16s were asked "How much do you like or dislike school". Those no longer at school were 
asked the question retrospectively ("How much did you like or dislike your time at secondary 
school? "). 
41 This variable contained responses ranging from well above average to well 
below average in relation 
to the question "would you say the standard of your school work was above or 
below average for your 
year? " 
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identified between standard of school work and violence over the twelve 
month period, where approximately 12 percent (12.3 percent) of respondents 
who reported average or below average performance also reported violence 
perpetration. This was against approximately three percent (2.8 percent) of 
males with above average performance. The odds of offending for males were 
nearly five times higher if they did not rate their work as above average, than 
if they had rated their work better. 
The directional trend ran the same way for females in the sample as it did for 
males, insofar as those with a lower self-rated standard of schoolwork 
reported a higher amount of violence perpetration against those with above 
average performance at school, but the difference was not found to be 
statistically significant at the five percent level. 
Truancy from school 
Across the core sample, approximately one third (34.1 percent) of all 
respondents reported ever having skipped school for at least a whole daY42. 
Much like the previous variables in this section, the association between 
violence and truancy tended to run in the same direction for both sexes, but 
was statistically significant only in the case of males. There appeared to be a 
positive association regarding males, where truants reported significantly 
higher rates of violence over those who did not report skipping school. 
Approximately four percent (3.7 percent) of males in the sample who did not 
report truancy reported involvement in violence, against approximately 18 
percent (17.8 percent) of those who had. The odds of those male respondents 
who reported truancy committing violence, were approximately six times 
higher than for those males who had not truanted. 
42 Those at secondary school were asked "have you ever played truant from school for at least a whole 
day without permission? ". Older respondents were asked to recount whether they had truanted whilst at 
school. 
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For females, a similar trend emerged, where highest rates of violence was 
found amongst those who reported truancy, though like the previous analysis, 
the association was not statistically significant at the five percent level 
School exclusion 
As part of the lifestyles section, respondents were also asked to report 
whether they had ever been temporarily or permanently excluded from school. 
Overall, approximately eight percent reported being temporarily excluded, and 
two percent reported being permanently excluded. Approximately nine 
percent had experienced either type of school exclusion. 
Like the previous variables, the association between violence and school 
exclusion appeared to run in the same direction for both sexes, but with 
varying levels of statistical significance. The following sub-section describes 
the results from the questions on exclusions, controlling for sex. Permanent 
school exclusion has not been included because of the presence of some 
very low base numbers but has been used in the aggregate exclusion variable 
included at the bottom of table 4.28. 
Temporary school exclusion 
In line with Farrington's (1996) theory, there was a statistically significant 
positive association regarding both males and females, where those who had 
been temporarily excluded reported higher rates of violence over those who 
had not. 
Approximately seven percent (6.9 percent) of males who had not been 
temporarily excluded from school reported involvement in violence, against 
approximately a quarter (25.3 percent) of those males who had. The odds of 
offending for males were approximately four and a half times higher if they 
reported ever having been temporarily excluded, than if they had not. 
For females, about three percent (3.4 percent) of those who had not been 
temporarily excluded reported violence perpetration over the twelve month 
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period, in comparison to 11 percent (11.1 percent) of those who had ever 
been excluded. Females who reported being excluded from school had an 
increased odds of offending of approximately three and a half times. 
Temporary or Permanent School Exclusion 
For temporary or permanent school exclusion, a similar trend emerged. 
Significantly higher rates of violence were found amongst those who had been 
excluded from school, for both males and females in the sample. 
For males, approximately seven percent (6.7 percent) of those who had never 
been excluded from school reported active violent offending. This was in 
marked contrast to the findings from excluded pupils, where approximately 26 
percent (26.2) had perpetrated violence within the twelve months prior to 
interview. Males who reported being excluded from school had an increased 
odds of offending by a factor of five. 
Table 4.28. School factors and offending 
School Factor Males offended Females Total offended 
offended 
%n%n%n 
No 7.6 511 4.0 658 5.8 1169 
Yes 13.5 186 4.6 190 9.0 376 
n, s 
Liked it a lot 3.7 303 3.2 352 3.4 655 
Disliked/indifferent 13.6 351 5.1 414 9.6 765 
rd Of SGhool work n. s 
Above average 2.8 238 3.7 302 3.5 540 
Not above average 12.3 414 4.3 463 8.5 877 
hool n. s 
Not truanted 3.7 412 3.2 504 3*4 916 
Truanted 17.8 282 5.4 322 12.7 604 
No 6.9 594 3.4 757 5.1 1351 
Yes 25.3 100 11.1 72 21.5 172 
Either permanently or temporarily 
excluded from school 
No 6.7 596 3.4 753 5.1 1349 
Yes 26.2 101 9.8 80 20.6 181 
Core sample. Weighted percentages, unweighted Ns. *P<0.05, **P<0.01, n. s indicates non-significant association 
(pA. 05) 
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Housing and Living Space Factors and Violence 
Some past research has drawn an association between housing and 
offending (Morris, 1957) and harsh living circumstances and offending 
(Lindesmith & Levin, 1937; Farrington, 1996; James, 1995). Within the Youth 
Lifestyles Survey, young people were asked about their housing and living 
circumstances, which has been crosstabulated by the aggregate 'active' 
violent offending variable to test for their possible effects. This section 
describes the findings from that analysis, controlling for sex (table 4.29). 
Young men living in unowned accommodation, or spending time hanging out 
in public spaces had significantly higher levels of violent offending at the five 
percent level or below. This was in contrast to females, where being 
dependent on one's parents for accommodation was the only factor found to 
be associated with the twelve month summary offending variable. One factor, 
leaving the home to be alone, was associated with violence for both males 
and females in the sample. 
On the whole it does appear that living circumstances are associated with 
higher rates of violence for both males and females in the sample. Housing 
factors however, produced a cloudier picture, although the trends for females 
and males tended to run in the same direction despite the non significance of 
the actual results (e. g. regarding housing tenure for example). The individual 
findings are discussed in greater detail below. 
Housing Tenure 
Respondents were asked whether their household owned the accommodation 
they lived in, or whether it was rented 43 . Overall, taking males and 
females 
together, two-thirds (66.6 percent) of the core sample reported living in a 
home owned in some form (outright or on a mortgage). This is consistent with 
1991 Cen SUS44 figures where 67.8 percent of households in England and 
Wales were also categorised as owner occupied. 
43 The question wording was "does this household own this accommodation or is it rented? ". 
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Table 4.29 presents the proportions of respondents who reported living in an 
owned home, and those who did not, by active violent offending. As can be 
seen, violence was significantly more prevalent amongst males who reported 
not living in an owned home, but this was not found to be the case amongst 
females in the sample, where despite similar trends the result was not 
statistically significant. 
For males in the sample, approximately six percent (6.2 percent) of those who 
lived in an owned home reported active violent offending. This was in contrast 
to the proportions of respondents who reported not living in an owned home, 
where approximately 14 percent (14.2 percent) had committed violence within 
the twelve months prior to interview. Those males who reported living in a 
home owned in some form had a reduced odds of offending of over a half. 
There may be a simple reason why tenure might be related to violence. 
Owned homes may be positioned in the least deprived areas of 
neighbourhoods, where there is greater access to leisure, recreational or 
other facilities. Thus, tenure may be acting at the same level as other 
variables relating to deprivation (both material and social) and inequalities in 
general. 
In order to test this possibility more fully, tenure (dichotomised between 
owned and non-owned residences) was crosstabulated by a variable 
measuring self-rated deprivation in terms of whether the respondent had to go 
without essentials (included and discussed in greater detail in table 4.32). A 
significant association was found between deprivation and home ownership - 
a greater proportion of non-owners reported going without essentials than 
respondents from owned homes, thus opening the definite possibility that 
tenure was acting at the same level as deprivation. 
44 Available from www. statistics. gov. uk/statbase/xsdataset. asp 
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Dependency on one's parents for accommodation because of money 
As part of the lifestyles section of the questionnaire, respondents were asked 
whether they lived at home because they could not cope financially if they 
lived away45 . Approximately a third (32.4 percent) of the sample considered 
themselves unable to move away from home because of the financial 
difficulties involved. These respondents were categorised as being dependent 
on their parents for accommodation 'because of money. 
Unlike living in an owned home, significant associations between 
accommodation dependence and violence were only evident in the case of 
female respondents in the sample. For females, a positive association 
between dependence and violence over the twelve month period was found, 
where seven percent of respondents who were dependent reported violence 
perpetration, against approximately three percent (2.9 percent) of those who 
were not dependent on their parents due to finances. Female respondents 
who were dependent on their parents for accommodation had an increased 
odds of offending of approximately two and a half times. 
The trend ran in the opposite direction for males in the sample, where those 
who were not dependent on their parents for accommodation because of 
money reported a higher amount of violence perpetration against those who 
were dependent, but the difference was not found to be statistically significant 
at the five percent level or below. 
Leaving one's home to be alone 
Respondents were asked whether they ever felt that they had to get out of the 
house in order to be alone 46 . Across the core sample as a whole, approaching 
a half of respondents (44.3 percent) reported feeling that they needed to leave 
the house to be alone. Further, the association between violence and leaving 
the house ran in the same direction and was statistically significant for both 
45 Respondents were asked "why have you not left home before now? ". I couldn't cope financially 
with living away from my family" was one of the response items. 
46 The exact wording was "do you ever feel that you have to get out of the house to be alone if you 
want to? ". 
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sexes. There appeared to be a positive association, where those reporting 
needing to leave the house reported significantly higher rates of violence 
compared with those who did not feel the need to leave. Leaving the home 
could be due to a number of different things, a lack of personal space, or the 
dynamics of their environment (like their attachments to their families, or 
problems in the home). 
Seven percent of males in the sample who did not feel the need to leave the 
home to be alone reported involvement in violence, against approximately 
eleven percent (11.3 percent) of those who had. Males who reported feeling 
the need to leave had an increased odds of violence of around twice those 
who did not. 
For females, approximately two percent (1.6 percent) of respondents in the 
sample who did not feel the need to leave the home to be alone reported 
involvement in violence, against approximately seven percent (7.4 percent) of 
those who did. Females who reported feeling the need to leave had an 
increased odds of violence of around five times. 
Going to a public space to be alone 
Following on from the previous question, respondents were asked to report 
where they went when they felt they needed to get out. Overall, 17 percent of 
the core sample reported going to a public space 47 as a result. 
Like some of the previous variables, the association between violence and 
going to a public space to be alone appeared to run in the same direction for 
both sexes, but was only significant here in the case of male : respondents. 
Approximately eight percent (7.6 percent) of males who did not go out to a 
public space reported involvement in violence, against approximately thirteen 
percent (13.3 percent) of those males who had. Males who reported going to 
47 it street comer/local shopping parade", "other public space (park/common)", or 
"just for a walk 
somewhere". 
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a public space experienced an increased odds of offending by a factor of 
approximately two times. 
The question still remains over how spending time out in public increases the 
odds of offending. Does the violence occur as a result of spending time 
outdoors where violence may be more likely to occur, or are those young 
people who spend time out in public also those spending time out with groups 
of people who may be more involved in perpetrating violence (delinquent 
associates so to speak)? 
Table 4.29. Housing, Living Space Factors and Offending 
Background Factor Males offended Females offended Total offended 
%nI%nI%N 
Owns own home 6.2 380 3.3 445 4.7 825 
Does not own home 14.2 318 6ý2 402 10.5 720 
Dependent on parents for n. s n. s 
home 
No 9.6 479 2.9 657 6.1 1136 
Yes 7.9 219 7.0 193 7.5 412 
NolLives alone 7.0 388 1.6 446 
Yes 11.3 293 7.4 369 
Goes to public space to be n. s 
alone 
No 7.6 550 3.6 641 
Yes 13.3 ill 7.3 129 
Core sample. Weighted percentages, unweighted Ns. *P<0.05, **P<0.01, n. s indicates no 
(PA. 05). 
Peers and Violence 
4.5 834 
9.3 662 
5.6 1191 
10.5 240 
-sianificant association 
Rutter and Giller (1983), amongst others, reported that the probability of 
committing a specific delinquent act was positively associated with the 
prevalence of delinquency within one's peer group (Rutter & Giller, 1983: 
249). This possibility, along with the possible effects of other peer related 
variables were addressed as part of the bivariate analysis. 
The findings presented in greater detail below (and in table 4.30) suggest that 
many peer related factors are associated with violent offending in a bivariate 
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sense, and that more are associated with female violence than with male. 
This would suggest that some factors do not necessarily act on males and 
females in the same way in relation to violence. 
For both males and females, statistically significant associations were found 
between violence and having friends in trouble with the police, having a 
partner or ex-partner in trouble with the police, and contact with delinquent 
peers. Additionally, for females, associations were found between active 
violence involvement and often spending time amongst both single and mixed 
sex groups. 
It appeared that those males and females who often spent time with friends, 
has friends in trouble with the police and also reported often spending time 
out in public had a higher rate of violent offending than those who did not 
have all three of these factors associated with them. Low numbers 
unfortunately hindered a more definite conclusion in this instance, but the 
possibility that multiple risks increase proportions of violent offenders merits 
exploration. 
Like Riley and Shaw (1985), this data confirms that those respondents who 
reported having delinquent friends were also more likely to be involved in acts 
of delinquency. As they put it "whatever the direction of the relationship 
between individual and friends' delinquency, there is every reason to suppose 
that the more involved teenagers are with delinquent friends the more likely it 
is that teenagers will commit offences" (Riley and Shaw, 1985: 51). 
It is worth noting that for males, often spending time with a mixed group 
produced the opposite trend from the unweighted data (not included in this 
study) against the weighted data, although the result was still non-significant. 
This is probably because the percentages were so close between the two 
groups. Therefore, any small variation in either of the groups (respondents 
who very often spent time in a mixed group against those who did not) would 
likely have reversed the finding. 
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Friends in trouble with the police 
Within the sample as a whole, approximately one quarter (27.5 percent) of 
48 respondents reported having friends who had been in trouble with the police . 
Table 4.30 presents the proportions of respondents who were categorised as 
either having friends or not having friends in trouble with the police who 
reported committing a violent offence during the last year. As can be seen 
from the table, violence was found to be significantly more prevalent amongst 
those males and females who reported having friends in trouble with the 
police, than for those who did not. 
For females in the sample, around four percent (3.6 percent) of those who did 
not have friends in trouble with the police reported active violent offending. 
This was in marked contrast to the proportions of violent offenders amongst 
female respondents with friends in trouble, where approximately eight percent 
(7.8 percent) had perpetrated violence within the twelve month reporting 
period. Those females who reported having friends in trouble had an 
increased odds of offending of approximately two times. 
In the case of males, around three percent (2.6 percent) of those who did not 
have friends in trouble with the police reported active violent offending, in 
comparison to the proportions of male respondents with friends in trouble, 
where approximately 19 percent (18.6 percent) had committed violence during 
the twelve months prior to interview. Those males who reported having friends 
in trouble with the police had an increased odds of offending of approximately 
eight and a half times. 
Current or past boyfriend, girlfriend or partner in trouble with the police 
Respondents were asked to report whether their partner (including boyfriend 
and girlfriend) or ex-partner had been in trouble with the police 49 . 
Overall, nine 
4' Respondents were asked "has anyone you know ever been in trouble with the police for committing a 
criminal offence? ". Those who did were asked to specify. "close friends" was listed as a response. 
4' As with the previous factor, respondents were asked "has anyone you know ever been in trouble with 
the police for committing a criminal offence? ". Those who did were asked to specify. 
"girlfriend/boyfriend/husband/wife/partner" and "ex-girlfriend/boyfriend/husband/wife/partner" were 
listed as response categories. 
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percent of respondents reported that their partner or ex-partner had been in 
trouble with the police. 
Significantly greater proportions of active violent offenders were found 
amongst male and female respondents whose partners or ex-partners had 
been in trouble with the police, against those whose ex4partners had not. 
Approximately eight percent of males and three percent of females whose ex- 
/partners had not been in trouble reported violence. This was against 31 
percent of males and 11 percent (10.9 percent) of females whose partner or 
ex-partners had been in trouble with the police. Those respondents who 
reported having a partner or ex-partner in trouble with the police had an 
increased odds of offending in females and males of approximately four and 
five times respectively. This is a prominent factor as it might point toward an 
effect brought about by the presence of a 'generalised other' as mentioned by 
Athens (1997: 29). Thus if a 'generalised other' were to commit criminal acts, 
then this might increase the probability that they themselves might do the 
same. It would have been interesting if there was a variable in the data 
pertaining to whether their partners or ex-partners were involved in violence to 
see if there was a relationship between violent partners and violent 
respondents. Unfortunately this type of variable was not available in this type 
of study and thus this possibility could not be tested. 
Often spending time with a mixed-sex group 
Taking the sample as a whole, around a fifth (19.9 percent) of the sample 
reported very often spending time 50 with a mixed sex grou p5l when they went 
out. A positive association did appear to exist between spending time with a 
mixed group and violent offending regarding females but not males. Around 
nine percent (9.3 percent) of females who 'very often' spent time with a mixed 
group reported involvement in violence during the twelve months reporting 
period, compared with three percent of those who spent less time with them. 
5' This refers to the same question discussed earlier regarding spending spare time with one's parents or 
siblings. 
51 "a group of friends of both sexes". 
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The odds of violent offending for females were three times higher if they 
reported very often spending time with a mixed group than if they did not. 
Often spending time with a single-sex group 
Overall, approximately a fifth (20.7 percent) of respondents reported very 
often spending time with a single sex grou p52 . Like the previous factor, a 
positive association did exist between very often spending time with a single 
sex group and violent offending for females but not for males. Around nine 
percent (9.2 percent) of females who 'very often' spent time with a mixed 
group reported committing violence during the twelve months prior to 
interview, compared with three percent of those who spent less time with 
them. Like spending time with a mixed sex group, those females who reported 
often spending time with a single-sex group had an increased odds of 
perpetrating violence of approximately three times. 
Peer related multiple risk factor 
A peer related multiple risk factor was constructed from the aggregation of 
three background factors. A respondent was coded as possessing this risk 
factor if he or she reported spending time with friends, having friends in 
trouble with the police, and spending time out in public. In effect it is an 
interaction term. 
Across the sample as a whole, approximately two percent of the sample 
possessed the peer related multiple risk factor. Like some of the previous 
analysis, the association between violence and the multiple risk factor ran in 
the same direction for both sexes. A positive association was observed, 
where respondents with the risk factor reported significantly higher rates of 
violence over those without. Approximately half (47.8 percent) of the male 
sample that possessed the peer related multiple risk factor reported 
involvement in violence, against approximately eight percent (7.7 percent) of 
those without the risk factor. Those males who reported possessing the risk 
factor had an increased odds of violent offending of approximately six times. 
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For females, the same trend emerged: a significantly higher rate of violence 
was found amongst those who reported spending time with friends, had 
friends in trouble with the police, and spent time out in public, against those 
who did not. Approximately one fifth (20 percent) of the female sample who 
possessed the peer related multiple risk factor reported involvement in 
violence, against approximately four percent (3.9 percent) of those without. 
Those females who reported having the multiple risk factor had an increased 
odds of violent offending of approximately eleven times. 
As a cautionary remark, it should be noted that there is the complication with 
low base numbers which means that this result needs to be treated with some 
caution. Further analysis would need to be conducted on a much larger 
sample of those with the multiple risk factor to make any suggestion about its 
association less tentative. 
Contact with delinquent peers 
Respondents were coded as having contact with delinquent peers if they 
reported very often spending their spare time with friends and had friends in 
trouble with the police. Like the previous variable this is also an interaction 
term. 
Approximately 12 percent of the sample reported having contact with 
delinquent peers. Much like the previous factor, the association between 
violence and delinquent contact appears to run in the same direction for both 
sexes. There was a positive association between contact with delinquent 
peers and violence, where those having contact reported significantly higher 
rates of violence over those who did not. 
Around ten percent (10.5 percent) of the female sample and 20 percent (19.5 
percent) of the male sample who had contact with delinquent peers reported 
involvement in violence, against approximately seven percent (6.7 percent) of 
52 "a group of friends of the same sex". 
169 
males and four percent (3.5 percent) of females who did not report contact. 
The odds of those male and female respondents who reported contact with 
delinquent peers perpetrating violence were approximately three times greater 
than those respondents who did not have contact. 
Table 4.30. Peer related factors and offending 
Peer related factor Males offended Females offended Total offended 
%n%nI%n 
Friends in trouble with the 
police 
Friends not in trouble 2.6 424 3.6 697 3.1 1121 
Friends in trouble 18.6 271 7.8 151 15.5 422 
Partner or ex-partner in 
trouble with police 
No 8.0 668 3.0 693 5.7 1361 
Yes 31.0 30 10.9 157 16.0 187 
Often spends time with n. s 
mixed sex group 
No, does not spend time 8.9 581 
very often 
Yes, spends time very often 8.7 115 
Often spends time with n. s 
single sex group 
No, does not spend time 8.8 557 
very often 
Yes, spends time verv often 9.3 138 
No 7.7 678 
Yes 47.8 20 
Contact with delinquent 
peers 
3.0 720 5.9 1301 
9.2 135 1 9.2 273 
3.9 839 
20.0 11 
5.8 1517 
39.4 31 
5.0 1350 
17.2 198 
No 6.7 578 3.5 772 
Yes 19.5 120 10.5 78 
Core sample. Weighted percentages, unweighted Ns. *P<0.05, **P<0.01, n. s indicates no 
(PA. 05). 
Victimisation, Views about Crime, and Violence 
-sianificant association 
As part of the lifestyles section of the Youth Lifestyles Survey, respondents 
were asked about their experiences of victimisation and views about crime. 
This section discusses these findings, which can also be found in table 4.31 
(below). 
"A respondent is coded as 'yes' where they reported spending time with friends and has friends in 
trouble with the police and spends time out in public. 
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From the figures presented below it becomes apparent that there are some 
associations between victimisation factors, views about crime and violent 
offending, but questions around causation are still proving difficult to untangle 
For both males and females in this sample a number of different specific 
victimisation related factors were found to be associated with active violent 
offending at a five percent level or below. Those males and females who 
reported violent victimisation during the specified 12 month period were 
significantly more likely to also report violent offending in comparison to those 
who had not experienced victimisation of a violent nature. This was also the 
case for males and females regarding being threatened, where those who 
reported receiving threats were more likely to be involved in violence during 
the same time frame. 
Those males and females who experienced victimisation in the widest sense, 
for example through vandalism, theft, violence, or through threats were also 
significantly more likely to be involved in violence. 
Two other factors were associated with violent offending, or in this case a lack 
of it, for males and females. These concerned moral views about crime and 
shoplifting more specifically. Those young men and women who felt that the 
most likely reason for them not shoplifting and committing crimes more 
generally because it was wrong had lower rates of violent offending than 
those who did not feel this to be the case. 
In addition to the relations discovered above, two other factors emerged as 
potential predictors of male but not female violent offending: being the victim 
of house damage (like vandalism), and not wanting to use violence because 
of the moral view that it is wrong, where those who held moral beliefs about 
the use of violence were less likely to be involved in violence during the 
twelve month reporting period. 
On the whole victimisation appears to be connected with violence for both 
males and females, although this link may not necessarily be direct, but might 
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be due to other factors related to the spatial dimensions of young people's 
lives. For example one might live in a particular geographical area (a hotspot) 
where people are often assaulted, or have things stolen from them, where 
violence is common - thus, geography (and potentially areas of high 
deprivation) is the causal factor. On the other hand, the two could be 
immediately temporally related. For example, the violence perpetration may 
have occurred precisely because of the victimisation taking place, or vice 
versa. Further details in relation to the comments made on views, crime and 
victimisation (also included in table 4.31) are included below. 
Victim of house damage (vandalism) 
Overall, approximately a quarter (23.3 percent) of males and females in the 
sample reported experiencing vandalism during the twelve months prior to 
intervieW54. Unlike victimisation overall (mentioned further on in this section), 
being the victim of vandalism was only associated with violence regarding 
males in the sample, where victims were more likely to have reported violence 
perpetration than non-victims. The trends for males and females were quite 
similar, but the association was not statistically significant in the case of 
females. 
For males, approximately 13 percent (12.9 percent) of males who had been 
the victim of vandalism reported involvement in violence during the twelve 
month reporting period, compared with approximately eight percent (7.6 
percent) of those who had not been the victim of vandalism. Those males who 
reported being a victim of vandalism experienced an increased odds of 
perpetrating violence of approximately two times. 
Victim of violence 
Approximately 16 percent of males and females in the sample reported being 
the victim of violence 55 during the twelve months prior to interview. Unlike 
54 The actual wording was "in the last twelve months did anyone do any damage on purpose to your 
house or flat or to anything outside it that belonged to someone in your household? " 
55 The actual wording was "in the last twelve months has anyone, including people you know well, 
deliberately hit or kicked you or used force against you? ". 
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vandalism, being the victim of violence was positively associated with violence 
perpetration for both sexes, where violence victims were more likely to have 
been involved in the perpetration of violence 
Around a quarter (23 percent) of males who had been the victim of violence 
also reported being involved in committing violence during the twelve months 
prior to interview, compared with approximately six percent (5.6 percent) of 
those who had not experienced violent victimisation. Males who reported 
violent victimisation had an increased odds of violence of approximately five 
times over those who had not. 
For females, approximately 16 percent (15.7 percent) of respondents who had 
been the victim of violence reported perpetrating violence during the same 
twelve month reporting period, compared with approximately two percent (2.4 
percent) of those who not been victimised. Females who reported being a 
violence victim had an increased odds of violence of approximately seven 
times over those who had not experienced violent victimisation. 
Victim of threats 
Overall, taking the sample as a whole, approximately 13 percent of the core 
sample reported being the victim of threatS56 during the twelve month period 
preceding the YLS interview. There appeared to be a positive association 
between receiving threats and violence perpetration for both males and 
females in the sample. 
Approximately 16 percent (16.1 percent) of males and 12 percent (11.7 
percent) of females who had been the victim of threats also reported violent 
offending during the twelve month reporting period. This was against eight 
(7.9 percent) and three percent (2.9 percent) of males and females not 
victimised who had perpetrated violence. Those respondents who reported 
being threatened had an increased odds of violence of approximately two 
56 Worded "in the last twelve months has anyone threatened to hurt you or damage your things in a way 
that frightened you? ". 
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times in males, and four times in females over those who had not reported 
receiving threats. 
Victim of offending 
On the whole, around half (51.3 percent) of the total core sample reported 
being a victim of vandalism, violence, theft or threats during the twelve 
months preceding the interview. There appeared to be a significant positive 
association between victimisation and violence for both males and females in 
the sample. Approximately 12 percent (11.8 percent) of males and six percent 
(6.4 percent) of females who had been victimised during the twelve month 
reporting period reported 'active' violence perpetration, against six percent 
(5.6 percent) of males and two percent (2.2 percent) of females who had not 
been victimised committing violence. The results also indicated that the odds 
of offending for males and females were two and three times higher, 
respectively, if they reported victimisation, than if they did not report 
victimisation during the twelve months prior to their interview. 
It is unclear how victimisation relates to delinquency. Possibilities might 
include the effects of geography - living in a context where victimisation and 
offending are frequent, the co-existence of risk factors, and the effects of 
poverty and inequalities. 
Views about crime 
Respondents were also asked about their views of crime, focusing specifically 
on their attitudes towards perpetration, and indeed how they might be 
prevented from committing a certain type of crime. This following section 
describes the responses to questions of whether respondents think crime is 
wrong, the most likely reason for not shoplifting, and for using violence. These 
results can also be found in table 4.31. 
Views about crime - crime is wrong 
Respondents, as part of the survey, were asked why they would not commit 
acts of violence or theft (from the person or shops). Where a respondent 
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reported that they would be prevented from engaging in all three offences 
because they felt it was wrong, they were coded as feeling that crime was 
wrong. 
Overall, nearly a third (30.6 percent) of the core sample reported the view that 
crime was wrong. There appeared to be a negative association between the 
view that crime is wrong and violence perpetration for both males and females 
in the sample. Significantly greater proportions of respondents who did not 
report that crime was wrong reported committing violence over the twelve 
month period. 
Approximately 12 percent (12.1 percent) of males and five percent (5.4 
percent) of females who did not report that the crimes were wrong for all three 
offences (theft from shops, the person, or violence) had been involved in 
violent offending during the twelve months prior to interview. This was against 
less than one percent (0.5 percent) of males and two percent (1.6 percent) of 
females who felt that the crimes were wrong, who had also perpetrated 
violence. The odds of those male and female respondents who reported 
feeling that crimes were wrong perpetrating violence were approximately a 
third of those who did not feel that crimes were wrong. 
Views about crime - most likely reason for not shoplifting 
Over half (56 percent) of the core sample expressed the view that they would 
be prevented from shoplifting because they felt it was wron g57 . Further, there 
appeared to be a significant negative association between the view that 
shoplifting is wrong and violence perpetration for both males and females in 
the sample. Approximately 14 percent (13.9 percent) of males and seven 
percent (6.5 percent) of females who did not report that shoplifting was wrong, 
reported violent offending during the twelve months prior to interview. This 
was against three percent of males and females (3.3 and 2.8 percent 
57 Respondents were told "sometimes people see the chance to take money or an expensive object from 
a shop or office. if you yourself were ever tempted to take something which one of these things would 
be most likely to stop you from doing it? ". The 'feeling that it wrong', was one of the response 
categories. 
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respectively) who felt that shoplifting was wrong, who also reported 
involvement in violence. The odds of those male and female respondents who 
reported feeling that shoplifting was wrong committing violence were 
approximately a quarter in males and a half in females, of those who felt that 
shoplifting was wrong. 
Views about crime - most likely reason for not using violence 
Across the sample as a whole, approaching half (43.5 percent) of the core 
sample reported that they would be prevented from hitting someone because 
it was wrong58. Unlike views about shoplifting, there appeared to be a 
significant negative association between the view that violence is wrong and 
violence perpetration for males in the sample, but not for females, despite the 
trends running in the same direction. 
Approximately 14 percent (13.6 percent) of males who did not report that 
violence was wrong, reported perpetration during the twelve months prior to 
interview. This was against two percent (2.3 percent) of males who felt that 
violence was wrong who also reported violence perpetration. Those males 
who reported feeling that violence was wrong had an odds of violence 
perpetration of around one fifth of those males who did not feel that violence 
was wrong. 
58 Respondents were told "sometimes people get very angry with each other and feel like hitting them 
or using some other form of violence. If you yourself felt like hitting someone, which one of these 
things would be most likely to stop you from doing it? ". The 'feeling that it wrong' was a response 
category. 
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Table 4.31. Victimisation, views about crime and offending 
Background Factor Males offended 
%n 
Females offended 
%n 
Total offended 
%N 
House damage victim5ý' n. s 
No 7.6 523 3.4 663 5.6 6.7 
Yes 12.9 175 6.5 187 10.0 9.7 
Victim of violence 
No 5.6 544 2.4 734 4.0 1278 
Yes 23.0 154 15.7 116 20.1 270 
Victim of threats 
No 7.9 594 2.9 717 5.4 1311 
Yes 16.1 104 11.7 133 13.9 237 
Victim of offending 
No 5.6 319 2.2 437 3.8 756 
Yes 11.8 379 6.4 413 9.1 792 
Crime is wrong 0.5 173 1.6 295 1.2 468 
Other view 12.1 525 5.4 555 8.9 1080 
Most likely reason for not 
shoplifting 
The feeling that it is wrong 3.3 321 2.8 535 3.0 856 
Other response 13.9 377 6.5 315 11.0 692 
Most likely reason for not n. s 
using violence 
The feeling that it is wrong 2.3 270 2.9 382 2.5 652 
Other response 13.6 427 5.3 466 9.5 893 
Core sample. Weighted percentages, unweighted Ns. *P<0.05, **P<0.01, n. s indicates non-significant association 
(pA. 05). 
Economic Situations, Free Time, Leisure and Vioience 
Positioned within the survey were questions designed to elicit information on 
young people's economic situations, free time and their use of leisure 
facilities. This following section discusses these variables in relation to the 
summary twelve month violence variable, which can also be found in table 
4.32 below. 
A number of time and leisure factors were found to be associated with 
violence at a five percent level exclusively for males in the sample. Those 
young men who made constructive use of their leisure time by taking part in 
59 Respondents were asked whether, in the last 12 months, anyone 
damaged their house or flat or 
anything outside that belonged to someone in their 
household. 
"' If they said they would not commit personal theft, shoplifting, and violence 
because of "the feeling 
that it is wrong", they were coded as feeling that crime was wrong. 
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any of a range of activities had lower rates of offending than those who did 
not. This was also the case regarding the use of leisure facilities, where those 
who made at least 'a fair' amount of use experienced lower rates of violence. 
Further, active violent offenders were more common amongst those males 
who reported spending time outside the home hanging around in public, than 
those who did not. 
Free time status also emerged as being significantly associated with active 
violent offending in a bivariate analysis. Males who reported having at least 
six hours a day to themselves had higher rates of offending than those who 
had less time available. One strong predictor, boredom, did however appear 
to be strongly associated with violence for both males and females, where a 
greater proportion of those who reported usually or always finding themselves 
bored were involved in violence than those who were less bored. 
The association between violence and economic deprivation was, on the 
other hand, neither clear nor consistent across the sexes. Those females who 
reported going without essentials because they could not afford them had 
lower rates of offending than young women who did not have to go without. 
This association was not apparent regarding males in the sample. 
Although many of the trends seen in the female sample were apparent (and in 
some cases significantly more so) in males, the findings elaborated upon 
below also point toward the possibility that use of free time and leisure 
facilities might, conversely, be differentially related to violence by sex insofar 
as more of these factors were significantly related to violent offending for 
males than for females. 
There was one potentially gendered characteristic of interest within the leisure 
related independent variables worth noting, in terms of young men and 
women's amounts of free time available. Only one-third of those who said that 
they had at least six hours of time to themselves a day were female, against 
two thirds being male. This raises the issue of potentially gendered aspects of 
home living in terms of conformity or patriarchal relationships, which might act 
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to the disadvantage of young women by providing them with less time, but 
reducing the likelihood of violence. Indeed, Brown (1998), in referring to the 
work of Hagan (1989), acknowledges that their work raises the question of 
female conformity as "an important strand in explaining the gendered 
character of youth crime" (Brown, 1998: 101). Heidensohn states that the 
most striking thing about female behaviour "ishow notably conformist to social 
mores women are" (Heidensohn, 1996: 11). 
Use of time 
As part of Hirschi's (1969) work on the causes of delinquency, he argued that 
young people engaged in conventional activities would be too busy to engage 
in illegitimate activities: "The child playing ping-pong, swimming in the 
community pool, or doing his homework is not committing delinquent acts" 
(Hirschi, 1969: 187). In order to test this assertion on violent offending, two 
variables measuring constructive use of leisure time and use of leisure 
facilities were crosstabulated with the summary active violent offending 
variable, the results of which are discussed below. 
Constructive use of time 
Respondents were asked what they did 61 during the Saturday evening 
preceding the interview (whether they went to a religious service, attended a 
political meeting, did community work, played a sports activity, attended a 
youth club, read a book, played a musical instrument, worked in the garden, 
used a computer, worked or studied). If a respondent reported engaging in 
any of these activities they were coded as making constructive use of their 
time. 
Making constructive use of one's time was not a majority activity across the 
sample as a whole. Approximately a quarter (28.3 percent) of the core sample 
reported engaging in any of the aforementioned activities. Significantly greater 
proportions of active violent offenders were found amongst those male 
respondents who did not make constructive use of their leisure time, against 
61 1, what did you do last Saturday evening? " 
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males who did. For females, the difference was in the same direction as that 
for males, but the association was not statistically significant 
Approximately 11 percent (10.6 percent) of males who did not make 
constructive use of their leisure time reported violence perpetration during the 
twelve months prior to interview, set against six percent of males who did 
make constructive use. The odds of those male respondents who reported 
making constructive use of their time committing violence were approximately 
half of those who did not make constructive use. 
Use of leisure facilities 
Respondents were also asked about their use of leisure facilities in their 
area 62 . Around half (52 percent) of the sample reported making little or no use 
of facilities around where they lived. 
Consistent with the previous variable, significantly greater proportions of 
active violent offenders were found amongst male respondents who reported 
making little or no use of leisure facilities, against those males who did. For 
females, the negative association was similar to that for males, but was not 
statistically significant. 
Approximately 11 percent (11.1 percent) of males who made little or no use of 
leisure facilities reported violence perpetration, against six percent (6.4 
percent) of males who did use the facilities committing violence. The odds of 
those mate respondents who reported making use of leisure facilities 
perpetrating violence were approximately a half of the odds of those 
respondents who did not report making use of these facilities committing 
violence. 
62 Respondents were asked "how much use do you make of the leisure facilities (such as sorts centres, 
pubs, clubs and places of entertainment) that are in this area? ". "A little" and "none at all" were 
response categories. 
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Free time status 
Respondents were asked to report how much free time they had each day63 
from which the responses were used to produce a variable to identify 
respondents who had at least six hours free per day (those with much free 
time). On the whole it appeared that there was an association between 
violence and free time for males but not for females in this sample. 
Having much free time 
Taking the sample as a whole, approximately 16 percent of respondents 
reported having at least six hours to themselves per day. For males, there 
was a significant positive association between having much free time and 
violence. Around 14 percent (13.9 percent) of males who had at least six 
hours to themselves reported committing violence during the twelve months 
prior to interview, compared with approximately eight percent (7.6 percent) of 
those males who had less free time. Those males who reported having much 
free time had an increased odds of violence of approximately two times. 
The trend for females was similar to that for males insofar as the results were 
moving in the same general direction, but they were not statistically 
significant. 
Boredom 
Respondents were asked as part of the survey to report how usual it was for 
them to feel bored 64 , which was crosstabulated 
by the dependent summary 
violence variable and presented in 4.32 (below). 
Overall, it was found that nearly a fifth (17.2 percent) of the sample reported 
"usually" or "always" feeling bored, and that rates of violence perpetration 
were found to be significantly higher amongst both males and females where 
63 Worded "in a typical day, how many hours do you have to yourself (i. e. time awake without 
having 
to work, do household chores or deal with other people's needs)? ". 
64 Respondents were asked "how often are you bored or fed up not knowing what to 
do with your spare 
time? ". 
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they "usually" or "always" reported feeling bored, against sometimes, rarely, 
or never feeling bored. 
It was observed that 19 percent (19.2 percent) of males and 10 percent (9.7 
percent) of females who reported usually feeling bored perpetrated violence 
over the twelve month period, against seven percent (6.9 percent) of males 
and three percent of females not usually feeling bored. Those male and 
female respondents who reported feeling bored had an increased odds of 
offending of three and a half, and three times respectively. 
Hanging around in public places 
In 'Youth and Crime' (1999) Muncie observed that unsupervised leisure has 
"almost always been considered a major source of trouble and as posing a 
threat to young people's moral development" (Muncie, 1999: 158). In order to 
test this observation in relation to violence, a variable capturing information on 
outdoor activities was crosstabulated with the summary twelve month violence 
variable. 
As part of the YLS respondents were asked whether they had hung around or 
messed about in public near to their home, in the high street, or town or city 
centre during the month preceding the intervieW65. 
Across the sample as a whole, less than ten percent (8.1 percent) of 
respondents reported hanging out in public last month. Like free time status, 
the association between violence and spending time in public spaces 
appeared to be significant for males but not females in this sample, despite 
the difference being in the same direction for both sexes. 
There was a positive association regarding males, where those who spent 
time in public reported significantly higher rates of violence than those who did 
not spend time out in public. Approximately 28 percent (27.9 percent) of 
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males in the sample who said that they had spent time hanging around last 
month reported involvement in violence, against seven percent of those who 
had not. Those males who reported spending time hanging around outdoors 
had an increased odds of violent offending of approximately five times. 
Going without essentials 
Finally, respondents were asked to report whether they had to go without any 
of the following because they could not afford theM66: "food for yourself', "food 
for your family", "clothes for yourself', "clothes for your family", or "a place to 
live". This was to assess the possible association between economic 
deprivation and violent offending. 
Within the core sample as a whole, approximately 40 percent of respondents 
regarded themselves going without any of these things because they could 
not afford them. Table 4.32 presents the proportions of respondents who were 
categorised as going without essentials who reported committing a violent 
offence during the last year. 
As can be seen, violence appeared as more prevalent amongst males who 
reported going without essentials, compared against those males who did not 
have to go without, but this result was not statistically significant at the five 
percent level. 
For females the trend ran in the opposite direction and interestingly was 
statistically significant at a five percent level or below. Approximately six 
percent (5.5 percent) of females who did not report going without essentials 
perpetrated violence during the twelve month reporting period, against two 
percent (2.1 percent) of females who reported going without. It is unclear how 
this sex difference might relate back to violence, but it may be that those 
males who considered themselves deprived in some way occupied a culture 
65 Like religious attendance discussed earlier in this chapter, respondents were also asked to report 
whether during the month preceding the interview they "hung around/messed about near to your 
home? " or "hung around/messed about in highstreet/town/city centre? ". 
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where violence was considered an appropriate form of behaviour, thus linking 
in with the cultures of masculinity hypothesis (Connell, 1995), working-class 
masculinity (Winlow et al, 2001), including the need to carry weapons in order 
to look hard (Collier, 1998). 
Table 4.32. Economic situations, free time, leisure and offending 
Background Factor Males offended 
%n 
- W17 
No 10.6 471 
Yes 6.0 227 
Females offended 
%N 
n. s 
4.4 676 
3.2 174 
Total offended 
%n 
n. s 
4.9 1147 
7.3 401 
little/none 11.1 346 3.5 541 7.1 887 
reat deal/fair amount 6.4 350 5.2 305 5.9 655 
No 7.6 520 4.0 755 5.7 
Yes 13.9 164 5.2 86 11.7 
oored 
Not usually 6.9 562 3.0 659 5.0 
Yes/usually 19.2 136 9.7 189 14.3 
jiblic n. s 
No 7.0 629 3.9 803 5.4 
Yes 27.9 69 8.7 47 20.2 
No 7.9 431 5.5 490 
Yes 10.5 267 2.1 360 
Core sample. Weighted percentages, unweighted Ns. *P<0.05, **P<0.01, n. s indicates no 
(pA. 05). 
1275 
250 
1221 
325 
1432 
116 
921 
627 
Alcohol, Drug Use and Violence 
Although some research (e. g. Farrington, 1996; Field, 1990) has found an 
association between alcohol use and violent behaviour, observers are less 
sure of the association between drug use and violence. To test for the 
possible associations between substance use and violence, a number of 
alcohol and drug factors were crosstabulated with the summary dependent 
" Respondents were asked "which of the following, if any, do you have to go without because you 
cannot afford them? ". 
A respondent was coded as making constructive use of their time if, on the Saturday 
before 
interview, they went to a religious service, a political meeting, did community work, played a sports 
activity, went to a youth club, read a book, played a musical instrument, worked in the garden, used a 
computer, worked, or studied. 
68 Respondents were asked how many hours they had to themselves in a typical 
day. Those who 
reported having at least six hours to themselves each day are coded as 
having much time. 
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6.7 
6.4 
3nt a 
violence variable. This section discusses these findings, which can also be 
found in table 4.33 (below). 
The results presented in the table below do not definitively suggest that use of 
drugs or alcohol predict violence in either males and females, but does show 
that some factors appear to apply more to males than females in the sample, 
and in one particular instance, vice versa. 
Those young men and women who said that they had been very drunk on at 
least two occasions during the last twelve months had higher rates of violent 
offending than those who had been drunk less often or not at all. This was the 
only alcohol or drug related factor emerging as a significant predictor for both 
sexes in this sample. 
Males who reported early onset of alcohol use (before the age of 16 years) 
were more likely to be involved in violence than those starting at a later age. 
Also, those young men who smoked cigarettes or took 'hard' drugs (including 
amphetamines) had higher rates of violence than those not involved in these 
activities. For females, although the results were going in the same general 
direction, the associations were not significant at the five percent level. 
In the opposite trend to taking hard drugs, cannabis use was associated 
exclusively with violence for females, where use was positively associated 
with active perpetration. These findings are discussed in greater detail below. 
Age at first drink 
Young people were asked to recount at what age they had consumed their 
first alcoholic drink 70 . This was originally coded as an 
interval level variable, 
and was then dichotomised to identify those who drank before 16 years from 
those who began drinking later. The differences between the two groups 
suggested that young people (particularly males) who started drinking early 
69 If the respondent indicated that they had to go without any of the following 
because they cannot 
afford them: food for self, food for family, clothes for self, clothes for 
family, a place to live. 
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had greater risks of committing violence over the twelve month period than 
those who started drinking later. These results are discussed in the following 
few paragraphs. 
Drinking before 16 years 
Across the core sample, over three-quarters (81 percent) of respondents 
reported consumption of their first alcoholic drink before the age of 16 years. 
Table 4.33 presents the proportions of respondents who drank before 16 (or 
not), crosstabulated by the summary twelve month violence variable. Violence 
was found to be significantly more prevalent amongst males who reported 
drinking before 16 years. For females the trend ran in the same direction as 
that for males, but the association was not statistically significant. 
For males in the sample, approximately three percent (3.1 percent) of those 
who had their first drink when they were at least 16 years old reported active 
violent offending. This was in contrast to the proportions of those who drank at 
an earlier age, where around 11 percent (10.8 percent) of these respondents 
reported committing violence within the twelve months prior to interview. 
Those males who reported onset of alcohol use before the age of 16 had an 
increased odds of violent offending by a factor of approximately four times. 
Respondent often been very drunk 
In addition to questions regarding age of onset, young people were also 
asked whether they had ever been very drunk, and how often they had been 
so during the twelve month reporting period. Obviously, this itself is quite a 
subjective measure - one person's 'very drunk' may be another's gentle 
inebriation. This needs to be taken into account when interpreting these 
results. Furthermore, the older the respondent, the greater chance of 
exposure to drinking experiences and thus the risk of ever getting drunk is 
greater for older respondents. 
70 Worded "about how old were you when you had your first alcoholic drink? ". 
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Respondents were asked how often they had been very drunk in the last 
year 71 , the responses from which were coded to identify those who had been 
very drunk on at least two occasions from those who had only been so once, 
or not at all. Overall, around a third (35.5 percent) of the sample reported 
getting very drunk at least twice during the twelve month reporting period. 
The trends were very similar across both sexes, where significant 
associations between getting very drunk and violence were evident amongst 
both male and female respondents in the sample. Approximately nine percent 
(8.8 percent) of females and 12 percent of males who reported getting very 
drunk at least twice reported violence perpetration. This was against 
approximately three percent (2.5 percent) of female and seven percent (6.5 
percent) of male violent offenders amongst those who reported getting very 
drunk less often. Those males and females who reported getting very drunk 
on more than one occasion last year had an increased odds of active violence 
perpetration of approximately two and four times respectively. 
Smoking 
As part of the lifestyles questionnaire, respondents were asked whether they 
smoked at the time of the intervieW72. Overall, approximately one third (32.5 
percent) of the core sample said that they smoke. Table 4.33 included these 
results crosstabulated by the summary violence variable, which showed there 
to be a significant positive association between smoking and violence for 
males, but not females in the sample 73 , despite the 
difference being in the 
same direction for both sexes. Respondents who reported smoking had the 
highest rates of violence over the twelve month period. 
Approximately 14 percent (14.1 percent) of males who reported smoking also 
reported violence perpetration, against approximately six percent (6.3 
percent) of males who did not smoke reporting violence perpetration in the 
71 "How often, if at all, have you been 'very drunk' in the last year? 
72 Respondents were asked "do you smoke cigarettes, or not? ". 
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last year. The odds of violence amongst those male respondents who smoked 
were approximately two and a half times greater than for those males who did 
not smoke. 
Cannabis use 
As well as being asked about smoking and alcohol use, respondents were 
also asked about cannabis use during the twelve months preceding the 
YLS74. 
Overall, approximately a fifth (21.9 percent) of males and females in the 
sample reported using cannabis during the year preceding the interview. 
Using cannabis was only associated with violence for females, where users 
were more likely to have been involved in the perpetration of violence than 
non-users. 
For females, approximately 11 percent (10.6 percent) of respondents who had 
used cannabis last year reported committing violence during the twelve 
months prior to interview, compared with approximately three percent (3.2 
percent) of those who had not. Those females who reported using cannabis 
last year had an increased odds of violence of approximately three and a half 
times. 
The trends from cannabis use therefore showed greatly different findings for 
males and females. For females, there did appear to be an association 
between cannabis use and twelve month violence participation, but for males 
only small percentage differences were apparent between users and non- 
users, which were also non-significant at the five percent level. 
" It should be noted that the association between smoking and violence for females was very nearly 
statistically significant (p=0.05 1). Females who reported smoking had an odds of active violent 
offending two times greater than the odds of violence amongst female non-smokers. 
74 Respondents were asked, as part of a filter question, whether they had "taken cannabis within the last 
12 months? ". 
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Other drug use 
Within the drugs section of the questionnaire, respondents were also asked to 
report whether they had used any of the substances from a list of 12 75 : heroin, 
methadone, cocaine, crack, ecstasy/MDMA, acid/LSD, tranquillisers, 
amphetamines, temazepam, angel dust, magic mushrooms, or others - like 
glue or gas aerosols. It should be noted that these drugs cover both class A 
and B controlled substanceS76. 
'Other' drug use 
Overall, taking the sample as a whole, approximately 11 percent of the core 
sample reported using any of the listed drugs during the twelve months prior 
to interview. In contrast to cannabis use, the positive association between 
'other' drug use and violence was significant for males but not females, 
despite the difference being in the same general direction. 
Approximately 18 percent (18.3 percent) of males who had used any of the 
listed drugs reported violent offending during the twelve months prior to 
interview. This was against seven percent (7.2 percent) of males who had not 
used any of the drugs during the same reporting period. Those males who 
reported using these drugs last year had an increased odds of offending of 
approximately three times. 
Unlike the cannabis use findings, the trends from 'other' drug use showed 
similar findings for both sexes. For males, there did appear to be a significant 
association between 'other' drug use and active violent offending, but for 
females the finding was not statistically significant. On the whole the observed 
data suggests that 'other' drug use is associated with violence, although it 
remains unclear how. 
75 Worded, "and which, if any, have you taken in the last 12 months (except on a doctor's 
prescription)9". 
76 Amphetamines are class B controlled substances. This is the reason for defining these 
drugs as 
'other', and not 'hard' drugs, although it is understood these drugs may 
be more commonly defined as 
'hard' drugs. 
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Table 4.33. Alcohol, drugs and violent offending 
Background Factor 
16 years and above 
15 years and under 
Respondent often been 
very drunk 
77 
Not, or once only 
At least twice 
Smoke cigarettes 
No 
Yes 
6.5 423 
12.0 274 
6.3 458 
14.1 239 
Females offended 
%n 
n. s 
2.1 170 
5.3 590 
2.5 609 
8.8 240 
4.3 
10.8 
4.7 
10.7 
5.5 
10.8 
1032 
514 
1009 
536 
3.2 551 
6.4 297 
No 8.3 533 3.2 723 
Yes 10.9 157 10.6 118 
1256 
275 
Core sample. Weighted percentages, unweighted Ns. *P<0.05, **P<0.01, n. s indicates non-significant association 
(pA. 05). 
Bivariate Analysis Associations Summary 
The previous analysis of violence by the background factors has illuminated 
some interesting associations which were also tested further through the 
multivariate analysis in chapter five, but can be summarised so far thus: 
Many risk factors do appear to have some strong associations with violence, 
but often differ in their extent (whether the associations are significant at a five 
or one percent level) when broken down by sex. These sex differences could 
be attributed to real differences between males and females, but are also 
notably complicated by the presence of small base numbers in some 
analyses. This difference is particularly noticeable in relation to some 
attachment, school, and peer related risk factors. 
77 Frequency of being very drunk during the 12 month reporting period, where the response categories 
were 'not or once only' and 'at least twice'. 
78 Other drugs included: heroin, methadone, cocaine, crack, ecstasy/MDMA, acid/LSD, tranquillisers, 
amphetamines, ternazepam, angel dust, magic mushrooms, others - like glue or gas aerosols. If a 
respondent reported using any of these (other than on a doctor's prescription) they were coded as 
having used 'other/hard' drugs. 
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Results from the analysis of attachment factors suggest that attachment (or 
the lack of it) is in some instances significantly associated with perpetration of 
violence. As already mentioned, the association does not move in the same 
direction for all attachment factors however, and sometimes also differs by 
sex. For example, despite the trends moving in the same direction for both 
sexes, not taking responsibility for chores or others was only found to be 
significantly associated with violence regarding females in the sample. The 
question remains whether this is because of the possibility of differentials in 
socialised gender roles. 
For males all of the school factors appeared significantly associated with 
violent offending, quite different from females in the sample where a 
significant association was only found between temporary school exclusion 
and violence. It does appear that school factors can be an important 
predictive factor when understanding violence and its correlates particularly in 
relation to males, but the study would need to be repeated on a larger sample 
of females in particular, in order to test the association more rigorously across 
both sexes. 
The findings presented in table 4.30 suggest that peer related factors are 
associated with violent offending, but also that the association does not 
always act in the same way for both sexes. This might once again illuminate 
the possibility that some risk factors are not associated in the same way 
across males and females. Regarding both sexes, associations were found 
between violence, peer related police factors, and contact with delinquent 
peers. Exclusively for females, additional associations were observed 
between violence and spending time with a single or mixed sex group. 
An analysis of violence by housing and money factors again appeared to 
produce some differing results between males and females. For males, 
housing tenure, and going to public spaces appeared as significantly 
associated risk factors. This was in contrast to females, where dependence 
on one's parents for accommodation appeared most significantly associated 
with violence. For both sexes two key factors: boredom and leaving the house 
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to be alone were both found to be consistently positively associated with 
violence. 
Regarding the effects of free time and leisure factors, more associations 
appeared between these risk factors and violence for males than for females 
in the sample, which may have been partly down to the presence of small 
base numbers and also due to the possible effects of past gender role 
socialisation. The findings suggest that the use of free time and leisure 
facilities appears in some way to be related to violent offending for males but 
not females in the sample, and further, that economic deprivation produced 
inconclusive results. 
Associations 'between views about crime and violence did not greatly add to 
the understanding of violence, other than informing the reader that 
(unsurprisingly) those who regarded crimes as wrong experienced lower 
likelihoods of perpetrating violence during the twelve month reporting period. 
It is also worth noting that a small proportion of male and female respondents 
(between two and three percent respectively) who regarded violence as 
wrong still reported involvement in active violence. Box's (1981) notes on 
capturing information on intervening, instead of causal levels may be 
particularly relevant here. 
In relation to victimisation, the association between victimisation and 
perpetration became apparent for both males and females in the core sample, 
and raises the question of whether violent victims and offenders are less the 
same sorts of people, but are (as Davidoff and Greenhorn, 1991 put it) 
91 actually the same people" (Levi, 1993. in Maguire, Morgan and Reiner eds.: 
325). The results on table 4.31 adds weight to the possibility that they may 
well be the same people. For example, one might live in an area where 
people are often assaulted, or stolen from, where violence is also common. 
Alternatively, the two could be immediately temporally related. For example, 
the violence perpetration may have occurred because of the victimisation or 
vice versa, which would add weight to Davidoff and Greenhorn's comment. 
The data however might also be read in a way as to suggest that the vast 
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majority of those who had reported victimisation had not perpetrated violence, 
thus putting Davidoff and Greenhorn's postulate into some question. 
Finally, the association between drug and alcohol factors and violence 
perpetration were not entirely definitive in their results. Apart from getting very 
drunk, many drug and alcohol related risk factors applied more to males than 
females in the sample (like early onset of alcohol consumption, for example). 
Throughout all of the results presented in this chapter it is noticeable that 
violence is not a majority activity within any of the groups or categories 
studied. Thus, it remains unclear why in some circumstances, some people 
are more likely to be involved in violence whereas others may not be despite 
them both 'possessing' the same risk factors. 
On the whole, it does appear that many risk factors are associated with 
violence, but that there are also some striking similarities as well as some 
differences between the sexes. The relative contribution of these factors in a 
multivariate analysis is discussed further as part of the logistic regression 
analysis in chapter five. 
Specialisation in Violent Offending 
The association between violence and other offence types 
This section attempted to shed new light on the relationship between violence 
and other offence types to see if there were any significant associations 
between offence types (like expressive offending and violence), and to 
discuss whether specialisation in violent offending was evident. If 
specialisation in violence had occurred one would have expected very small 
proportions of violent offenders to have reported also committing other 
offence types. 
Table 4.34 (below), presents the proportions of active violent offenders, who 
reported committing other listed offence types. As is quite clearly visible, 
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violent offending does not appear to be a specialist offence type (at least in a 
sample drawn from this age group), particularly in relation to property and 
drugs offences. 
Around a half of male and a third of female active violent offenders also 
reported committing property offences during the twelve months prior to 
interview. This was the case for both property offending (53.2 percent for 
males and 34.5 percent for females), including theft from work and fraud, and 
for property offending without the inclusion of these offences (50 percent for 
males and 34.5 percent for females). 
Regarding drug use and sale, once the drug types were collapsed and use 
was combined with selling offences, the association with violence becomes 
more apparent. Approximately forty percent of male and female active violent 
offenders (43.8 and 41.4 percent respectively) reported either taking or selling 
drugs during the twelve month reporting period. This finding, in conjunction 
with the findings on table 4.33 probably shows that on its own, use is not 
clearly associated with violence, particularly regarding males as reported 
earlier in this chapter, but when combined with selling the effect becomes 
apparent, thus illuminating the possible association between selling and 
violence (table 4.34). Unfortunately because of the small numbers of drug 
sellers present in the dataset, further statistical analysis to test this possibility 
was not feasible. 
For violence against objects, approximately a third of male (32.8 percent) and 
a quarter (27.6 percent) of female active violent offenders also reported 
committing graffiti, vandalism or arson during the same time period. 
Carrying a weapon was found to be positively related to violence for both 
males and female, but to a much greater extent regarding males in the 
sample. Nearly a half of male (45.8 percent) and one-fifth (17.2 percent) of 
female violent offenders reported carrying a weapon during the year before 
the interview. In terms of gendered aspects, it is also worth noting that of 
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those who reported carrying weapons, nearly two-thirds (63 percent) were 
male against one-third (37 percent) female. 
The results show quite clearly that violence is not highly specialised. In the 
case of each offence type listed in table 4.34 violent offenders did appear to 
be committing other offences in reasonably large proportions. At least a 
quarter of female violent offenders and a third of males reported engaging in 
another offence during the twelve month period preceding the survey. This 
finding is confirmed by Farrington (1989) and Levi (in Maguire et al., 1994). 
Levi (1994) remarked that essentially "violent offenders are frequent 
generalist offenders" (Levi, in Maguire et al., 1994: 334). 
Table 4.34. The association between violence and other offence types - 
Proportions of active violent offenders who reported committing other 
offencetypes 
Offence type also committed last year by Males Females Total 
active violent offenders 
%n%n% 
Proportion of violent offenders who reported 53.2 72 34.5 41 46.7 
committina offence last vear 
Proportion of violent offenders who reported 50.0 72 34.5 41 45.1 
committinq offence last year 
Proportion of violent offenders who reported 43.8 73 41.4 41 43.0 
committinq offence last year 
Proportion of violent offenders who reported 32.8 73 27.6 41 3 0.9 
committinq offence last year 
Proportion of violent offenders who reported 
committing offence last year 
All offences"O (exc. drugs and violence) 
Proportion of violent offenders who reported 
committing aggregate offence last year 
Core sample. Weighted percentages, unweighted Ns. *P- 
45.8 68 17.2 41 36.8 
54.7 73 37.9 41 50.0 
1 
<0.05, **P<0.01. Active (twelve month offenders) only 
" Graffiti, vandalism or arson. 
80 'All offences' are all offences on the list of 33 offences in appendix 
1, excluding: drugs, fare 
dodging, motoring offences, graffiti, theft from home, carrying a weapon, threats, or summary 
violence. 
n 
113 
113 
114 
114 
109 
114 
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Strength of correlations between offence types and violence 
A correlation matrix was constructed following on from the specialisation 
table, to check for significant correlations between the offence types, and to 
assess the relative strength of correlation between the different offence types 
and violence generally. The correlation matrix can be found below (table 
4.35). 
Overall, taking males and females together, the closest correlations evident 
were between violence and expressive offences (Pearson's r=0.304), followed 
by property offences (r=0.30 for property offences including theft from work 
and fraud, and r=0.298 for property offences excluding theft from work and 
fraud) and drugs (r=0.178). 
Relatively speaking, for males, expressive offending also generated the 
highest correlations with violence (r=0.32), followed by property offending 
including theft from work and fraud (r=0.29), and property offending excluding 
theft from work and fraud (r=0.28). Drug use and sale had the lowest 
correlation with violence (r=O. 16), and appeared to have a stronger correlation 
with property offending than with violence (where r=0.26 for property offences 
including theft from work and fraud, and r=0.25 for property offences 
excluding theft from work and fraud). 
For females, property offending was found to have the highest correlations 
with violence (r=0.31 for property offences excluding theft from work and 
fraud, and r=0.30 for property offences including theft from work and fraud), 
followed, by drugs (r=0.18) which had the lowest correlation with violence. 
Like males, a closer correlation was found between property and drug 
offences, than between violence and drug use or sale (table 4.35). All 
correlations discussed above were significant at the one percent level or 
below. 
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Table 4.35. Strength of correlations between offence types and 
violence, by sex 
Summary 
violence 
olence 
Males 1.0000 
Females 1.0000 
All 1.0000 
Males 
Females 
All 
Males 
Females 
All 
Males 
Females 
All 
or sale) 
Males 
Females 
All 
Overallt Property§ Propertyt Drugs Expressive Weapon 
rirrvinn 
0.299** 0.285** 0.280** 0.158** 0.316** 0.336** 
0.326** 0.302** 0.309** 0,183** 0.287** 0.179** 
0.318** 0.300** 0.298** 0,178** 0.304** 0.283** 
1.0000 0.962** 0.866** 0.262** 0.413- 0.323- 
1.0000 0.972** 0.949** 0.216** 0.358- 0.205** 
1.0000 0.966** 0.903** 0,252** 0.388** 0.284- 
1.0000 0.900** 0,262** 0.300** 0.293** 
1.0000 0.976** 0.219** 0.285** 0.176** 
1.0000 0.934** 0.254** 0.294** 0.254** 
1.0000 0.245** 0.327** 0.304** 
1.0000 0.220** 0.293** 0.182** 
1.0000 Oý241** 0.313** 0.257** 
1.0000 0.157** 0.127** 
1.0000 0.130** 0.157** 
1.0000 0.147** 0.150** 
Note: *= p< 0.05, ** = p<0.01. tAll offences on the list of 33 offences in the appendix, excluding: drugs, fare dodging, 
motoring offences, graffiti, theft from home, carrying a weapon, threats, or summary violence. § Including theft from 
work and fraud. t Excluding theft from work and fraud. Active (twelve month) offenders only. Core sample, weighted 
data. 
Age of onset of offence types 
In order to assess whether people started committing violence at 
approximately the same average age as other offences or 'risk' activities, this 
subsection (and table 4.36) presents the mean and modal age of onset for a 
few (delinquency related) activities and offence types: property crime, drug 
and alcohol use, expressive offences, running away, truancy, weapons 
carrying, and violence. This data did not allow for the study of direct causal 
ordering, but seeing whether some offences appeared to begin at earlier ages 
than others at least goes some way to answering the question of whether 
some offences do not (on average) precede others. 
On the whole, the peak (or modal) age of onset for females preceded that for 
males by around a year, except in the case of running away where this finding 
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was reversed. No large differences were found between many of the activities 
in terms of the average (or mean) ages of onset, but some did appear to start, 
on average, at a later age than violence. These activities tended to concern 
drug use. 
Property, expressive and violent offences appeared to begin on average at 
around the same time as one another, as did truancy, running away and 
alcohol use, where onset occurred at an average of 13 or 14 years. For 
cannabis and other drug use, the average age of onset was somewhat later - 
between 15 and 17 years. For all activities except violence the modal (or 
peak) age of onset was slightly higher than the mean, for both females and 
males. For the summary violence variable, the peak age was however slightly 
lower than the average. 
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Table 4.36. Age of onset of offence types and activities, by sex 
Age of onset 
Core Sample 
Mean Mode Std. Dev. n Property§ 
Males 14.55 15 4.53 161 
Females 13.73 13,14* 3.43 70 
Total 14.30 15 4ý24 230 
Propertyt 
Males 13.70 15 3.58 119 
Females 13.71 14 3.42 69 
Total 13.71 15 3,5 1 188 
Expressive 
Males 13.78 15 3.57 42 
Females 13.65 14,15,16* 2.36 26 
Total 1173 15 3.14 68 
Cannabis use 
Males 16.73 15 2.39 219 
Females 15.77 14 2.27 113 
Total 16.40 15 2ý39 332 
Other drugs use 
Males 16.83 17 3.17 87 
Females 16.65 15 7.02 50 
Total 16.77 17 4.90 137 
Alcohol 
Males 12.94 14 2.93 687 
Females 13.50 14 2.90 669 
Total 14 2.93 1356 
Running away 
Males 13.11 14 2.69 46 
Females 13.91 15 1.64 51 
Total 13.53 15 2.23 96 
Truancy 
Males 13.56 14 1.64 290 
Females 13.97 14 1.43 227 
Total 13.74 14 1ý56 517 
Weapon carrying 
Males 14.99 15 2.81 64 
Females 15.76 14,15* 2.42 31 
Total 15.25 15 2ý71 95 
Summary violence 
Males 15.07 14 3.02 63 
Females 15.45 14 2.84 29 
Total 15.19 14 2.95 92 
Overallt 
Males 14.05 15 3.98 166 
Females 13.56 13 3.32 73 
Core sample, Weighted data. Results based on valid cases only. Note: - denotes unable to compute. *multi-modal. 
tAll offences on the list of 33 offences in the appendix, excluding: drugs, fare dodging, motoring offences, graffiti, 
theft from home, carrying a weapon, threats, or summary violence. § Including theft from work and fraud, f Excluding 
theft from work and fraud. Active (twelve month) offenders only (excluding running away and truancy). 
Further analysis was conducted to assess whether any differences between 
average ages of onset were statistically significant. Figure 4.13 (below) 
presents the 95 percent confidence intervals for the mean age of onset for the 
aforementioned activities. It showed that the average age of onset for violence 
was significantly higher than the average age of onset for alcohol use, 
truancy, running away from home, and property offending (excluding theft 
from work and fraud), but not expressive or property offending (including theft 
from work and fraud, probably because of the 'from work' element). Both 
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forms of drug use were found to have a significantly later average age of 
onset than violence perpetration. 
Figure 4.13. Age of onset by offence type 
Figure 4.14.95% Confidence Intervals. Age of onset for violent offending (12 month 
violence prevalence) by offence type 
18.00 
17.00 
16,00 
15.00 
14.00 
13.00 
12.00 
Offence type 
Strength of intercorrelations between dependent variables 
A second correlation matrix was created to investigate the strength of 
intercorrelations between the offence types comprising the summary twelve 
month violence variable (table 4.37, below). It showed that, taking males and 
females together, the individual offence type that accounted for the most 
variance in the summary offence type was fighting/public disorder, with 
assault on a family member accounting for the least. 
The trends for males and females separately were quite similar to that of 
males and females combined, except in the case of robbery with non-family 
assault, family assault, and wounding. 
For males, significant correlations were found between all of the violent 
offences in the correlation matrix, but this correlation varied between being 
very weak to moderate, and very strong. 
Property (inc Property Expressive Cannabis Other drug Alcohol use Running Truancy Weapons Summary Overall 
theft from (exc theft use use away Carrying violence 
work, fraud) from work, 
fraud) 
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For females, noticeably different correlations were sometimes apparent, 
particularly regarding the association between robbery and non-family assault, 
robbery and family assault, and robbery and wounding, where the correlation 
(although non-significant) appeared as negative. It is worth noting here that 
some of the results must be treated with caution because of the small 
numbers of (particularly female) violent offenders in some of the categories, 
most notably in relation to assault, robbery and wounding. Thus in order to 
construct any hypothesis on specialisation regarding particular types of 
violence further analysis would need to be conducted on a much larger 
sample of male and female violent offenders. 
Table 4.37. Strength of correlations between dependent violence 
variables, by sex 
Robbery Fighting Non-family Family Wounding 
assault assault 
Robbery 
Males 1.0000 0.0549 0.1107** 0.2455** 0.2340** 
Females 1.0000 0.1178** -0.0029 -0.0017 -0.0024 
All 1.0000 0.0801 ** 0.0869** 0.1796** 0.1900** 
Males 1.0000 0.1982** -0.0193 0.1828** 
Females 1.0000 0.1183** 0.1734** 0.0797** 
All 1.0000 0.1740** 0.0451 0.1556** 
Non-family assault 
Males 1.0000 0.3466** 0.2159** 
Females 1.0000 0.3766** 0.1839** 
All 1.0000 0.3539** 0.2119** 
Family assault 
Males 1.0000 0.3467** 
Females 1.0000 -0.0021 
All 1.0000 0.2885** 
Wounding 
, Males 1.0000 
Females 1.0000 
All 1.0000 
Note: p< 0.05, p<0.0 1 No asterisk indicates non-significant association (pA. 05). 
Core sample, weighted data. 
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The Context of Violence 
Who were the offenders with? 
As part of the Youth Lifestyles Survey respondents were asked detailed 
questions about their offending behaviour and the context in which the last 
offence occurred (for each offence, out of a list of thirty three offence types, 
see Graham and Bowling, 1995, for more details). These were multiple 
response questions, meaning that the respondent could give more than one 
answer, reworked into single coded dichotomous variables. These variables 
were crosstabulated with the disaggregated violence types to establish 
whether some violence occurred in certain places whereas others did not. 
Unfortunately because of small base numbers, more detailed analysis was not 
possible 81 . For this same reason numbers instead of percentages are 
reported where appropriate. 
Table 4.38. Who the offenders were with at the time of the last offence 
Alone at the time With family members at the time With friends at the time 
% (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) 
Offence Males Females All Males Females All Males Females All 
Robbery 0(0) 100(1) 20(l) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 100(4) 0(0) 80(4) 
Base n (robbery) 4 1 5 4 1 5 4 1 5 
Fighting 0(0) 5(1) 1.6(l) 0.9(0) 5(1) 1.6(l) 47.6(20) 15(3) 36.1(22) 
Base n (fighting) 42 20 62 42 20 62 42 20 61 
Non-farn Assault 21.4(3) 75(3) 33.3(6) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 40(6) 0(0) 33.3(6) 
Base n (non- 14 4 18 14 3 17 15 3 18 
family assault) 
Family Assault 33.3(l) 0(0) 33.3(l) 66.7(2) 0(0) 66.7(2) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 
Base n (family 3 0 3 3 0 3 3 0 3 
assault) 
Wounding 7.7(l) 0(0) 6.3(l) 16.7(2) 66.7(2) 31.3(5) 46.2(6) 25(l) 40.0(6) 
Base n 13 3 16 12 3 16 13 4 15 
(woundina) 
Core sample, weighted data. All results based on valid cases only. 
Robbery 
Table 4.38 (above) presents the proportions of active offenders who said that 
they had threatened someone with a weapon or with beating them up to get 
money or other valuables from them, by the type of people that they were with 
at the time of the most recent offence. As can be seen, the majority of 
respondents were not alone at the time of the offence. Of the five (valid) 
respondents who said that they had threatened someone during the twelve 
81 This is also the case regarding the following section on the location of offences, thus the same 
cautionary remarks apply. 
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month reporting period, four were with a male or female friend or friends. 
When broken down by sex, it can also be observed that four out of the five 
cases were male. None of the males who responded to the question said that 
he was on his own for this offence type. The one female who responded said 
that she was on her own when she had last perpetrated this offence type. 
Fighting/Public disorder 
Table 4.38 also shows the proportions of offenders who said that they had 
participated in fighting or disorder in a group in a public place (e. g. football 
ground, railway station, music festival, riot, demonstration or just in the 
streets), by who they were with at the time of the last offence. Like the 
previous violent offence type, the majority of cases here were also committed 
in the company of others. Of the respondents who answered the question for 
this offence type, two percent (or one case) said that they were alone the last 
time they were involved in this offence. Of the valid male respondents, 48 
percent (or 20 cases) said that they were with friends, in contrast to 15 
percent (or three out of 20 cases) of female respondents giving the same 
response. 
Non-family assault 
Table 4.38 presents the proportions of offenders who said that they had 
assaulted a non-family member, by whom they were with at the time of the 
most recent offence. For this violent offence type, higher proportions of 
respondents (6 out of a valid 18 cases, or 33 percent) reported being on their 
own at the time of the last offence, the same number of cases as reported 
being with others (male and female friends). No respondents reported being 
with a family member at the time of the offence. 
Family assault 
The proportions of offenders who said that they had assaulted a family 
member, by whom they were with at the time of the last offence are presented 
in table 4.38, above. Out of the three respondents who responded to the 
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question of who were they with at the time of the offence, one said that he 
was alone, while the other two said that they were with a family member. All of 
these cases were male. 
Wounding 
Table 4.38 shows the proportions of offenders who said that they had injured 
someone with a weapon, by whom they were with at the time of the last 
offence. Of the valid respondents, one person (or six percent) reported being 
alone at the time, against five respondents (or 31 percent) being with family 
members and six (or 40 percent) being with friends. For this offence type 25 
percent of the valid female respondents, against 46 percent of the valid male 
respondents, reported being with friends at the time of the most recent violent 
offence. 
In summary, there appear in this sample to exist some interesting contextual 
factors surrounding violent offending by young people. One key factor is the 
presence of friends. In all of the offence types that go into making up the 
summary violence variable, except assaulting a family member, at least thirty 
percent of cases said that they were in the presence of a friend. The effect 
was greater for males than for females however. This may indicate a 
differential in the impact of friends in the context of violence, or that the males 
were more able (due to the presence of gender role stereotypes) to reside in 
the context where violence was more likely to occur. In view of the very low 
base numbers in some of the categories anything more than tentative 
possibilities cannot be asserted. 
The location of offence types 
As part of the offending questionnaire, young people who reported committing 
an offence during the twelve month reporting period were also asked where 
the last instance occurred. Table 4.39 below provides breakdowns of where 
the offences occurred, by violent offence type, by sex. 
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As can be seen from the table, there appear to exist differences between the 
locations for different offence types making up the summary violence variable. 
For robbery, the most common locations reported were outside the home 
('outside a disco/nightclub' or 'somewhere else'), where all of the valid cases 
reported being in either of these places. For fighting, the largest proportions of 
both male and female respondents reported being on the street (40, and 32 
percent respectively) or in a bar/caf6/pub (18 percent for females and 23 
percent for males) at the time of the last offence. Similar to West and 
Farrington's (1977) findings some 20 years previous, this sample had the 
same three most common locations for fights (except in a different order): 
pubs, streets and discos or nightclubs. 
Regarding assaulting a non-family member, the commonest locations of the 
last offence were in a park/on the street (46 percent of males and 67 percent 
of females), in a disco/nightclub (31 percent of males, and no females), and at 
school or work (23 percent of males and 33 percent of females). 
All respondents who answered the question of where the offence occurred for 
assaulting a family member (n=3), said that the last offence occurred in the 
home. All of these respondents were male. For wounding (injuring with a 
weapon), the largest proportions of males reported being in a park/on the 
street, or in the home (31 percent of male cases in both instances) at the time 
of the last offence. For females, all cases (n=3) reported being at home when 
they injured someone. 
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Table 4.39. Where the offenders were at the time of the last offence, by 
sex 
Location: Offence type Males Females 
% n % n 
Location: Robbery 
Outside a disco or nightclub 66.7 2 0 0 
Somewhere else (unspecified) 33.3 1 100 1 
Valid total base n 3 1 
Location: Fighting 
Football ground 7.0 3 0 0 
Railway station 7.0 3 0 0 
Music concert or festival 2.3 1 4.5 1 
A riot on the street 2.3 1 18.2 4 
A fight on the street 39.5 17 31.8 7 
In a bar, caf6 or pub 23.3 10 18.2 4 
In a disco or nightclub 11.6 5 13.6 3 
Other (unspecified) 7.0 3 13.6 3 
Valid total base n 43 22 
Location: Non-family Assault 
At school or work 23.1 3 33.3 1 
In a disco or nightclub 30.8 4 0 0 
In a park or on the street 46.2 6 66.7 2 
Valid total base n 13 3 
Location: Family Assault 
In their home 100 3 0 0 
Valid total base n30 
In their home 30.8 4 100 3 
At school or work 15.4 2 0 0 
In a disco or nightclub 7.7 1 0 0 
Outside a disco or nightclub 7.7 1 0 0 
In a park or on the street 30.8 4 0 0 
Somewhere else (unspecified) 7.7 100 
Valid total base n 13 3 
Core sample, weighted data. All results based on valid cases Ns are actual Ns, not bases (apart from where specified 
as totals). Total bases are obtained by summing the Ns for all locations, for a particular offence type. 
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Chapter 5. Final Stage Quantitative Analysis: Multinomial 
Logistic Regression 
"Refined Intricacy" (origin, 2001). 
The final stage of this quantitative study of youth violence involved the 
creation of violent and overall (non-violent) offending models, to identify which 
variables remained as significant predictors of violent offending once other 
factors had been controlled for. 
Specifically, the models were created to help bring this research further 
towards answering the following three research questions: 
1. 'Do violence related variables also explain delinquency or non-violent 
youthful offending? 
2. Do the variables used in this analysis reflect theoretical perspectives? 
3. How can these results be utilised within a policy oriented framework to 
reduce youthful violence prevalence? 
Rationale for Removing Variables from the Offending Models 
Multinomial models were run on each block of variables used in the bivariate 
analysis chapter (e. g. attachment factors, family factors, etc. ) separately, in 
order to identify the strongest and most statistically robust factors to be fitted 
into a grand correlation matrix. Only those variables providing statistically 
significant associations with the violence variable (comprised of three 
categories, violent offender, non-violent offender, and non-offender) at the five 
percent level, were carried forward to the next stage. 
By the end of this process, approximately 35 independent variables remained 
available for multivariate analysis. Further variables were then extracted from 
this list on the grounds that they clearly measured other, similar factors which 
were already due to be included in the models, that they produced a smaller 
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or non-significant change in the dependent variable, or because they were 
neither logically nor theoretically related to offending. 
A correlation matrix was also constructed to test for multicollinearity between 
the independent predictor variables. This process also influenced the choice 
of variables used for the final sets of models, leaving 20 variables (table 5.1, 
below) available for analysis. 
Table 5.1. Variables selected for the final multinomial models 
Factor: Variable: 
Demographic Age category, Sex 
Family Sibling criminality, Family structure 
School and Family Long term relationship status, Parental supervision, Truancy, School 
Attachment exclusion 
Housing Living in a home owned in some form by self or their family, Leaves 
the house to be alone. 
Peers Friends in trouble with the police, Partner or ex-partner in trouble 
with the police, Very often spending time out with a mixed sex group, 
Very often spending time out with a single sex group. 
Victimisation Victim of violence during the year preceding the interview. 
Leisure Non-constructive use of leisure time, Hanging out in public doing 
nothing in particular. 
Alcohol Frequently getting very drunk in the past twelve months 
_ 
Weapons Carried a weapon in the past twelve months. 
As can be seen from the list, there are some quite significant omissions from 
the predictor variables, namely expressive and drug offending (use or sale). 
This is because these variables are included in the overall non-violent 
offending category and thus cannot be fitted as a predictor as well as a 
response variable. Weapons carrying was included however, to test for the 
effect of carrying weapons on violent and non-violent offending. Also visible is 
the omission of 'ethnic group' as a variable or set of variables from the 
models. It was discovered from various model tests that when including 
'White' respondents as the contrast category and comparing it to 'Indian' 
respondents (the only group who had a significantly lower rate of active 
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violent offending than the 'White' group), no significant effects were apparent, 
though this will also likely be affected by the very low numbers of respondents 
in the 'Indian' category who reported violent offending in the first place. 
Further modifications of the ethnic group variable (in terms of recodes and 
changing the reference category) did not add to our understanding of violent 
offenders in this particular sample. 
Potentially gendered aspects of variables fitted into the models 
Before discussing the details of the models, it is at this point worth pointing 
out the potentially gendered aspects of the independent variables in the 
analysis and how this might impact on the interpretation of the findings, 
particularly in relation to the discussion of 'masculinity' or 'masculinities' and 
violent offending tested as part of this study. 
There are a number of variables included in the final models which might be 
distributed along sex lines. An example of this regards those young people 
reporting active religiosity. Nearly two-thirds (63 percent) of those who 
reported attending a religious function during the month prior to interview were 
female against around a third (37 percent) male (table 4.27), thus highlighting 
a potentially gendered aspect to religious attendance. 
This imbalance in favour of females in the sample is also evident regarding 
sibling criminality where approaching two thirds (or 61 percent) of those who 
reported having a brother or sister in trouble with the police were female (table 
4.26). Likewise, 84 percent of those who reported having a partner or ex- 
partner in trouble with the police were female (table 4.30). 
In contrast, there were also some variables which were imbalanced towards 
males in the sample, like having friends in trouble with the police (64 percent 
of respondents were male - table 4.30). Further, out of those who reported 
carrying weapons, nearly two-thirds (63 percent) were male against one-third 
(37 percent) female. 
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Variables, such as parental supervision, long term relationship status, truancy, 
school exclusion, housing tenure, leaving the house to be alone, spending 
time in a mixed-sex or single-sex group, violent victilmisation, non-constructive 
use of leisure time, hanging around in public, and often being very drunk were 
on the other hand, somewhat less unevenly distributed across the sexes. 
Model Construction 
From the 20 variables retained, multinomial logistic regression models were 
constructed in blocks or steps, adding a few variables at a time to the model. 
This was to test how the inclusion of additional blocks of predictor variables 
would affect the overall model, and to track changes in partial contributions 
(exlp(b) coefficients) once other variables were added. These results are 
discussed below (and in greater detail, model by model, in appendix 3). 
Following on from the general research aims of the models, the modelling 
process was utilised specifically to answer two queries. Firstly, it tested for the 
strongest correlates of violent offending in a multivariate framework, and 
secondly, to see whether the factors which predict violence also predict more 
general non-violent offending. To answer the second part of this question a 
dependent variable which contained three categories was required, so that 
violent offenders could be distinguished from other (non-violent) offenders 
(including drug offenders) and from non-offenders. Those respondents who 
reported committing both violent and non-violent offences during the twelve 
month reporting period were categorised as violent offenders, whilst those 
respondents who had committed other types of offences but none of a violent 
nature were coded as overall (non-violent) offenders. Drug offenders, without 
a violence connection also fitted within this'overall offender' category. 
Another point worth noting is that motoring offences, threats and graffiti were 
removed from the offending analysis, as essentially the models were 
attempting comparison between violent offenders and othercriminal' offences 
only (e. g. property, including theft, and drug offenders but not motoring 
offences). 
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Table 5.2 below, describes in greater detail the variables which fitted into 
each category of the dependent variable. 
Table 5.2. Dependent variable category descriptions 
Violent Offender Overall Offender Non-Offender Offending Variables kept 
as explanatory variables 
Includes: Includes: Includes: Includes: 
Robbery (threats with a 
weapon or with beating 
them up in order to 
obtain money or 
valuables), fighting or 
public disorder, assault 
on a family member, 
assault on a non-family 
member, wounding with 
a weapon. 
Vandalism, theft from a 
meter etc., shoplifting, 
theft from school 
exceeding E5 in value, 
theft from work 
exceeding E5 in value, 
bicycle theft, taking a 
conveyance (bike or 
car), theft from a vehicle, 
pickpocketing, snatch 
theft, theft from property, 
theft of item exceeding 
E5 in value from other 
location, handling stolen 
goods, cheque or credit 
card fraud, fraudulent 
claiming on an insurance 
policy etc., arson, drug 
use and sale. 
Fare dodging, driving 
without licence, driving 
over the legal limit, 
driving whilst 
disqualified, having a 
motor accident and not 
reporting it, dangerous 
or reckless driving, 
threats, graffiti. 
Weapon carrying. 
Creating a dependent variable of this three category type enabled 
comparisons to be made not just between violent offenders and the rest of the 
sample, but allowed a much finer or more detailed level of analysis, where 
violent offenders could be compared to more general offenders in terms of 
their background characteristics. 
As a cautionary note, the multivariate analysis should be read in light of 
relatively small numbers of violent females within the mode, 
82, which 
contained greater numbers of females overall. For females there were 39 
violent, 174 overall and 623 non-offenders in the final model, against 
66 
violent, 180 overall and 392 non-offending males, which will 
have some 
impact on the interpretation of the findings. 
82 All models are run on unweighted data 
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Modelling Offending - Males and Females Aggregated 
Before running analyses on males and females separately to investigate 
possible sex differences in offending predictors, eight models were developed 
for males and females taken together 83 . This was to see the general picture of 
offending and of violence, before going into greater detail. Unsurprisingly, 
because of greater numbers of respondents in the aggregated male and 
female model, more variables came into play as significant predictors of 
violent or overall offending. 
Also, from the bivariate analysis, the effects of sex on violent offending were 
clearly apparent - the male offending rate surpassed females by a ratio of 
more than two to one. Therefore, to test for the additional effect of being male 
on the violent and overall offending models, a 'male' variable has been 
constructed and added to the models. 
For all respondents taken together, eight multinomial models were produced, 
including blocks of variables relating to age, supervision, sibling criminality, 
attachments, housing, peers, victimisation, alcohol use and weapons carrying. 
These blocks were identified as being significantly related to violence in the 
bivariate analysis. 
These factors were then entered into multinomial sub-models to identify the 
strongest and most robust indicators within each block of variables. Using this 
process, along with correlation matrices, allowed for the selection of 20 core 
predictor variables for the final multinomial stage. These results are discussed 
below. 
Eight core variables were found to be significant predictors of violent 
offending: being male, age, truancy, having friends in trouble with the police, 
having a partner or ex-partner in trouble with the police, violent victimisation, 
getting very drunk and carrying weapons. Many of these variables also 
" Since the models were based on variables chosen by the researcher, there exists a degree of 
subjectivity which has been added to the variable selection process, but it was expected that the 
rationale for keeping variables primarily satisfied logical and theoretical considerations, as mentioned 
earlier. 
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worked as significant predictors of overall offending, but some did not, like 
age, for example. Also, one variable which remained in the overall (non- 
violent) offending models did not emerge as a significant predictor in the 
violent offending models: very often spending time in a mixed sex group. 
The changes in the odds for the variables included in the models are 
graphically represented below (figures 5.1 and 5.2), where only those 
variables remaining in the final model were tracked. This is followed by a more 
detailed discussion of the significant results from the final model. 
Figure 5.1. Violence model. The changes in odds between the first and 
final models. Males and females 
Fig. 5.1. Violent offending multinomial model. The change in odds 
of violence between the first and final model 
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Figure 5.2. Overall offending model. The changes in odds between the 
first and final models. Males and females 
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This discussion covers the final multinomial models, describing the change in 
odds associated with individual variables in the model, once other factors had 
been held constant or controlled for. This section describes the effects of 
variables in the models on both violent and non-violent offenders, to allow for 
the identification of any differences in these models. 
Testing the effects of sex, age, supervision, attachments, peer group 
influences, alcohol use and weapons on the violent and overall 
offending models 
Violence model 
The final violent offending model for all respondents (labelled as model 8, in 
table 5.3, below) shows that males, those in the youngest and middle age 
bands, respondents who reported truancy, had friends, a partner or ex-partner 
in trouble with the police, who were victims of violence, who reported getting 
I very drunk' at least twice in the past year, and who reported carrying a 
weapon during the same time frame experienced a significantly increased 
odds of committing violence during the twelve month reporting period. 
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Model I Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 
After controlling for the effects of sex, attachments, violent victimisation and 
alcohol use, it was found that being aged 14 to 17 years old, having a partner 
or ex-partner in trouble with the police, and carrying weapons all produced the 
greatest increase in the odds of violence, with odds of 5.02,5.70 and 5.79 
respectively, compared to their respective reference categories (i. e. being 
aged 22-25, having a partner not in trouble, etc. ). 
Once other factors in the violence model were held constant, the smallest 
statistically significant increases in odds were recorded from violent 
victimisation (against non-victimisation), and being aged 18 to 21 years where 
the odds of violence increased by a factor of two, compared with those young 
people aged 22 to 25 years. 
Truancy, being male and getting very drunk all increased the odds of violence 
by a factor of three, whereas having friends in trouble with the police 
increased the odds of violence by a factor of nearly five. 
Throughout all of the earlier models the effect of age, in terms of the observed 
increase in odds, remained high - being aged between 14 and 17 years 
increased the odds of violence by a factor of between five and six times in all 
seven previous models. Similarly, the effects of being male were always 
emerging as being statistically significant. 
In comparison to the seventh violence model, two variables recorded an 
increase in the change in odds: having a partner or ex-partner in trouble with 
the police, and getting very drunk. Apart from these two, no other variables 
experienced an increase in the change in odds relative to the seventh 
violence model. 
For the final violent offending model, where weapons carrying had been 
added, having siblings in trouble with the police did not significantly add to the 
predictive power of the model despite producing a significant increase in the 
odds of offending. Neither parental supervision nor relationship status 
emerged as significant predictors within the violence model. Any reduction in 
215 
odds of the variables other than weapons carrying may therefore have been 
explained by the inclusion of this statistically significant factor. 
The final violence model therefore shows that once peer group, victimisation, 
alcohol and weapons factors are brought into the model, the effects of 
parental supervision and family structure no longer remain statistically 
significant. 
In relation to the testing of potentially masculine attributes, something appears 
to happen to the effects of being male (in terms of a further reduction in the 
odds of violence), when a male gendered (or masculine) signifier or attribute 
(weapons carrying in this instance) is included in the models, whilst the overall 
effect brought about by maleness still remains significant. There may well be 
other (masculine) factors or concepts which might reduce this effect brought 
about by the maleness factor. Unfortunately, a more detailed inspection goes 
beyond the scope of this study, but there may be some benefit to future 
researchers of looking at other gendered aspects of independent variables, 
and to explain how these factors might impact on the psycho-social contours 
of the lives of young people, and ultimately on their connections with violence 
and criminal delinquency more generally. 
Overall (non-violent) offending model 
The final overall offending model (model 8, table 5.4) is quite similar to the 
previously discussed violent offending model, except for the absence of a 
significant age effect, as well as a significant effect of having siblings in 
trouble with the police, on non-violent offending. Regarding the other factors 
kept in the final model, the odds associated with overall offending were lower 
than the odds associated with violent offending. 
One key departure from the violence model findings regarded spending time 
with a mixed-sex group when out of the home. It was found that male and 
female respondents who reported often spending time with a mixed group had 
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a significantly greater odds of overall (non-violent) offending (by a factor of 
about two), in comparison to those who did not spend as much time out. 
Like the violent offending model for males and females combined, being male 
increased the odds of overall offending, but on this occasion by a factor of one 
and a half, a lower change in odds than that found in the violence model. This 
change in odds was only slightly higher than in the seventh (penultimate) 
overall offending model. 
Truanting from school was also found to increase the odds of overall 
offending, this time by a factor of two, lower than the change in odds reported 
in the violence model. Changes in the odds of overall offending to a similar 
degree were also reported by respondents who had a partner or ex-partner in 
trouble with the police, which was also somewhat lower than the odds 
associated with the same variable in the violence model. 
Like the violence model, those young people who said they had friends in 
trouble with the police and those who reported getting very drunk on at least 
two occasions during the previous twelve months both experienced an 
increased odds (by a factor of around two and a half) of perpetrating a non- 
violent offence in comparison with those respondents who did not report 
having friends in trouble with the police or getting very drunk this often. In the 
same way as having a partner in trouble with the police, the odds of 
perpetration were lower in the overall offending model in comparison with the 
violence model. 
Like violent offending, violent victimisation also increased the odds of overall 
offending, but to a lesser extent. Respondents who reported violent 
victimisation during the year prior to interview had odds of overall offending 
around one and a half times greater than respondents who did not report 
violent victimisation. 
Weapons carrying also significantly increased the odds of overall (non-violent) 
offending, by a factor of approximately three times, still lower than the change 
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in odds associated with the violence model, but still raising the same issue of 
the possible effects of 'masculinity' or masculine signifiers as noted previously 
in relation to the violence models. 
In comparison to the seventh overall offending model, respondents who 
reported truanting had a lower odds of offending than in the previous overall 
offending model (model 7), reporting a reduction in odds from 2.06 to 1.99. 
This was also the case with having friends in trouble with the police (reduction 
from 2.61 to 2.59), spending time in a mixed-sex group (down from 2.24 to 
2.15), and getting very drunk (from 2.71 to 2.55) once weapons carrying had 
been introduced into the model. 
The change in odds of overall (non-violent) offending caused by violent 
victimisation, having a partner or ex-partner in trouble with the police and of 
being male was, however, stronger than before (recording an increase in odds 
from 1.59 to 1.60,2.04 to 2.19, and 1.51 to 1.54 respectively). 
From the final set of models, the age effect is visible only in the violent 
offending model, where being aged between 14 and 17, and 18 and 21 years 
(in relation to being aged 22 to 25 years - the reference category) increased 
the odds of violence perpetration but did not significantly alter the odds of 
overall offending. All of the factors included in the final models yielded a 
greater increase in the odds of violence perpetration than on non-violent 
offending, which is graphically summarised below (figure 5.3). 
Regarding peer and sibling effects, in the final violent offending model, 
spending time in a group of mixed sex friends significantly added to the 
predictive power of the model despite producing a non-significant increase in 
the odds of offending. Conversely, having siblings in trouble with the police 
did not significantly add to the power of the violence model whilst producing a 
statistically significant increase in the odds of violence. 
For the overall (non-violent) offending model, age significantly added to the 
predictive power of the model but did not produce any significant changes in 
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odds of committing an overall offence. Neither parental supervision nor 
relationship status emerged as significant predictors within either the final 
violence or overall offending model. 
Both final models showed that once peer group, victimisation, alcohol and 
weapons factors were brought into the model, the effects of parental 
supervision, family structure and relationship status no longer remained 
statistically significant. 
In the first, least complex violence and overall offending models, the 
independent variables included in the model accounted for approximately 8.8 
percent of the variation in the dependent variable 84 , against 37.2 percent in 
the final model. This registers a difference in the predictive power of the 
models of approximately 28.4 percent. 
Figure 5.3. Odds of offending. Final model, males and females 
Fig. 5.3. Odds of offending. Final model Males & Females combined 
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Table 5.3. Multinomial models: odds ratios for violent offending - males & females combined 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 
Male iii i1i .. .. +++ .. +++ .. 
Yes 2.503*** 2.861 2.902*** 3.540*** 3.218*** 3.363*** 3.073*** 2.835*** 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Age band ... ... +++ +-++ ... +++ ... .. 
14-17 5.942*** 5.853*** 5.898*** 5.780*** 5.072*** 5.360*** 5.941*** 5.022*** 
18-21 2.730* 2.744** 2.773** 2.724** 2.711 2.692** 2.327* 2.232* 
22-25 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Siblings in trouble with ++ + + + 
police 
Yes 3.307*** 2.510** 2.301** 2.467** 2.302* 2.271 2.219* 2.242* 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Family Structure ++ 
Lone parent 2.588*** 
Natural + step 1.495 
Both natural parents 1.0 
Parental supervision ++ ++ ++ + 
Low/mediw-n 1.934** 1.768* 1.397 1.348 1.421 1.266 1.154 
High 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
In a long term relationship .. + + + + 
Yes 2.010** 1.913** 1.556 1.475 1.469 1.433 1.440 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Truanted from school .. iii +++ ... +++ 
Yes 3.915*** 3.321*** 3.496*** 3.534*** 3.335*** 3.311 3.042 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Excluded from school + + 
Yes 1.893* 1.870* 
No 1.0 1.0 
Lives in owned home + 
No 1.711 
Yes 1.0 
Leaves house to be alone 
Yes 1.658* 
No 1.0 
Peers in trouble with police 
Yes 5.732*** 5.660*** 5.687*** 5.128*** 4.912 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Time spent in mixed sex + ++ ++ 
group 
Very often 1.321 1.417 1.446 1.590*** 1.541 
Less often 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Time spent in single sex + + + 
group 
Very often 1.586 1.435 1.401 
Less often 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Ex-/Partner in trouble with ... .. .. +++ 
police 
Yes 6.039*** 5.386*** 5.251*** 5.509*** 5.698*** 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Victim of violence last year ++ iii ++ ++ 
Yes 2.377** 2.417** 2.192** 2.099** 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Constructive use of leisure 
time 
No 1.855* 
Yes 1.0 
Frequency of getting very 
drunk last year 
At least twice 2.638*** 2.783** 
Not or once only 1.0 1.0 
Carried weapon last year 
Yes 5.787*** 
No 1.0 
R2 (Nagelkerke) 0.088 0.199 0.204 0.311 0.320 0.324 0.346 0.372 
-2 LL from fimal model 237.409*** 613.406*** 
1065.462*** 1079.352*** 1227.293*** 1362.816*** 1269.126*** 1207.791*** 
-2 LL from intercept only 338.008 869.275 
1319.752 1497.892 1660.765 1801.687 1742.005 1695.899 
model 
Total valid n 1393 1481 1429 1469 1469 
1469 1468 1381 
Re: empty cells - Some variables which were statistically significant 
in previous models were rejected from later models through non-significance 
after accounting for other variables in the model. Significance of variables in the model + p<0.05, ++ p<0.0 1, ++p<0.001 - 
Significance of the 
difference from the reference category * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. The Nagelkerke coefficient is a pseudo R2 measure. 
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Table 5.4. Multinomial models: odds ratios for non-violent offending - 
males & females 
Model I Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 
Male +++ .. +++ .. .. +++ Pii .. 
Yes 1.818*** 1.740*** 1.700*** 1.654** 1.588** 1.626** 1.509** 1.535*** 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Xge band .. .. ... .. ... .. .. .. 
14-17 0.997 1.115 1.080 0.977 0.918 0.946 1.120 0.930 
18-21 1.473* 1.592** 1.574** 1.504* 1.501 1.506* 1.323 1.241 
22-25 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Siblings in trouble with ++ + + + 
police 
Yes 1.516 1.328 1.349 1.289 1.254 1.256 1.216 1.273 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Family Structure ++ 
Lone parent 1.165 
Natural + step 1.277 
Both natural parents 1.0 
Parental supervision ... ... ++ ++ ++ + 
Low/medium 1.875*** 1.794*** 1.626** 1.597** 1.614** 1.528** 1.475* 
High 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
In a long term relationship .. +++ + + + + 
Yes 1.773*** 1.724*** 1.568** 1.535** 1.518** 1.474* 1.448* 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 LO 
Truanted from school ... .. +++ 
Yes 2.296*** 2.348*** 2.190*** 2.182*** 2.155*** 2.063 1.989*** 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Excluded from school + + 
Yes 1.468* 1.432 
No 1.0 1.0 
Lives in owned home + 
No 0.868 
Yes 1.0 
Leaves house to be alone 
Yes 1.157 
No 1.0 
Peers in trouble with police +++ .. +++ 
Yes 2.933*** 2.893*** 2.886*** 2.611 2.588*** 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Time spent in mixed sex + ++ ++ ii 
group 
Very often 1.861 1.905** 1.911 2,244*** 2.149*** 
Less often 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Time spent in single sex + + + 
group 
Very often 1.723** 1.647* 1.631* 
Less often 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Ex-/Partner in trouble with ii ... .. ... 
police 
Yes 2.111 2.000** 1.995** 2.043 2.187*** 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Victim of violence last year ++ 
Yes 1.694** 1.696** 1.592** 1.602* 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Constructive use of leisure 
time 
No 1.227 
Yes 1.0 
Frequency of getting very 
U1 ULIK 143t yval 
At least twice 
Not or once only 
2.709*** 
1.0 
2.551*** 
1.0 
Carried weapon last year .1 2.925*** Yes 1.0 No 
R2 (Nagelkerke) 0.088 0.199 
406*** 409*** 613 37 
0.204 0.311 0.320 0324 0.346 
462*** 1079.352*** 1227.293*** 1362.816*** 1269.126*** 1065 
0.372 
1207.791*** 
. . -2 LL from final model 2 
-2 LL from intercept only 338.008 
969.275 
. 
1319.752 1497.992 1660.765 180t. 687 1742.005 1695.899 
model 
Total valid n 1393 1481 1429 
1469 1469 1469 1468 1381 
Re: empty cells - Some variables which were statistically significant 
in previous models were rejected from later models through non-significance 
after accounting for other variables in the model. Significance of variables 
in the model + p<0.05, ++ p<0.0 1, ++p<0.00 1. Signif icance of the 2 measure. difference from the reference category * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. 
The Nagelkerke coefficient is a pseudo R 
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Modelling Offending - Males 
Like the models for males and females combined, eight multinomial models 
were produced for males taken separately. These models included blocks of 
variables relating to age, parental supervision, attachments, schools, housing, 
peers, violent victimisation, alcohol use and weapons carrying, and had been 
identified as being significantly related to violence in the bivariate associations 
preceding the multivariate analysis section. 
It was found that seven core variables emerged as significant predictors of 
male violent offending: age; truancy; having friends in trouble with the police; 
having a partner or ex-partner in trouble with the police; violent victimisation, 
getting very drunk and weapons carrying. All of these variables also worked 
as significant predictors of overall offending, but the direction of the age effect 
worked differently in the two types of offending models: being aged between 
14 and 17 years increased the odds of violence, but decreased the odds of 
overall offending in males. Also, some other variables which remained in the 
overall offending models did not emerge as significant predictors in the violent 
offending models, like being in a long term relationship and spending time in a 
single-sex group. 
On the whole, as you control for additional variables, the odds associated with 
each previously included factor reduced a little after each model. For violence, 
the exception to this concerned respondents who reported having partners or 
ex-partners in trouble with the police. For overall offending, the exception 
regarded respondents who reported violent victimisation in the year preceding 
the interview. This was probably due to the removal of variables containing 
high proportions of missing cases. 
The changes in the odds for the variables included in the models are 
graphically represented below (figures 5.4 and 5.5), where only those 
variables which remained in the final model were tracked. This is followed by 
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a more detailed discussion of the significant results from each of the 
multinomial models. 
Figure 5.4. The change in odds of violence. Males only 
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Figure 6.5. The change in odds of non-violent offending. Males only 
Fig. S. S. Overall offending multinomial model. The change in odds of overall 
(non-violent) offending between the first and final model 
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This discussion covers the final models only, describing how the effect of 
individual factors altered once other additional factors were added to the 
models. This section describes the effects on both violent offenders and 
offenders more generally ('overall offenders'), to allow for the identification of 
any differences of effects of variables in the violent and overall offending 
models. A detailed description of the results from each of the models can be 
found in appendix 3. 
Final model. Model 8: Testing the effects of age, truancy, housing, 
delinquent or criminal associations, violent victimisation, drunkenness 
and additionally, carrying a weapon, on the violent and overall offending 
models 
The final set of multinomial models tested for the additional effect of carrying a 
weapon during the twelve month reporting period on offending after controlling 
for factors relating to age, school attachment (truancy), housing, delinquent 
associations, violent victimisation, and alcohol use. Using a weapon was 
included in the dependent violence variable, but cat7ying a weapon was used 
to test whether those that carry were more likely to use violence than others, 
and whether this variable had any effect on overall offending within a 
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multivariate analysis. Also, as has been mentioned previously, weapon 
carrying has also been used as a possible signifier of masculinity ('looking 
hard' in other words). 
The final violent offending model for males (model 8, table 5.5) shows that in 
addition to the variables included in the previous model, respondents who 
reported carrying a weapon had significantly greater odds of violence 
perpetration. In this model, the variable 'spending time out in public spaces' 
did not emerge as a significant predictor, and was thus removed from the final 
models. 
After the effects of age, relationship status, truancy, having peers or a 
partner/ex-partner in trouble with the police, often spending time in single sex 
groups, violent victimisation and getting very drunk were held constant, 
carrying a weapon was found to increase the odds of violent offending by ten 
times. 
After the above factors had been accounted for, the effects of age, truancy 
and being in a long-term relationship had reduced in comparison to the 
previous violent offending model. However, the effects of having delinquent 
associates, having a partner or ex-partner in trouble with the police, violent 
victimisation, and getting very drunk, all reported an increased odds of 
offending in comparison to the seventh violent offending model. 
The final overall (non-violent) offending model (model 8, table 5.6) is quite 
similar to previous overall (non-violent) offending models. In addition to the 
effects of age, relationship status, truancy, having delinquent peers, very often 
spending time amongst a single sex group, violent victimisation, and getting 
very drunk, this model also indicates that having a partner or ex-partner in 
trouble with the police did not significantly increase the odds of committing an 
overall offence. Like the violent offending model, carrying a weapon also 
significantly increased the odds of offending, this time by a factor of around 
six times. 
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In this model, respondents who reported truancy had a lower odds of 
offending than in the seventh (previous) overall (non-violent) offending model, 
reporting a reduction in odds from 1.74 to 1.67 once weapons carrying had 
been added. This was also the case with long-term relationships (reduction in 
odds from 1.95 to 1.88), having peers in trouble with the police (reduction 
from 2.35 to 2.28), spending time in a single-sex group (down from 2.19 to 
1.82), getting very drunk (from 2.43 to 2.35), and age (reduction from 0.51 to 
0.40). The effect of violent victimisation on the overall offending model was 
slightly stronger than before (recording an increase from 1.61 to 1.86). 
In contrast to the seventh overall offending model, the effect of getting very 
drunk still significantly affected the odds of non-violent offending, but to a 
slightly lesser extent than regarding violent offending. Like previous models, 
living in a long-term relationship and spending time in a group of single sex 
friends produced a greater increase in the odds of overall offending than it did 
for violent offending. 
From the final set of models, the age effect is very much visible in both the 
violent and overall offending models, where being aged 14 to 17 years 
increased the odds of violence perpetration but reduced the odds of overall 
offending in comparison to 22 to 25 year olds (the reference category). 
Attachment factors and spending time in a single sex group still appear to 
have a stronger effect on overall offending than on violence, whereas carrying 
a weapon has a stronger effect on violent offending. Having a partner or ex- 
partner in trouble with the police still has a strong significant effect on violent 
offending but not on overall offending. These results are summarised 
graphically below in figure 5.6. 
Once the effects of delinquent associations, alcohol use and weapons 
carrying had been controlled for, parental controls in terms of supervision no 
longer remained as significant predictors of either violent or non-violent 
offending. 
In the first, least complex model, the independent variables included in the 
model accounted for approximately 7.3 percent of the variation in the 
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dependent variable, against 40.9 percent in the final model. This registers a 
difference in the predictive power of the models of approximately 33.6 
percent. 
Figure 5.6. The odds of offending. Males only 
Fig. 5.6. Odds of offending. Final model males 
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Table 5.5. Multinomial models: odds ratios for violent offending - males 
only 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 
Age band +++ ... ... ++ ... .. +++ ii+ 
14-17 2.965** 3.902** 3.362** 3.342** 3.239** 2.645 3.15 1 2.954* 
18-21 1.943 2.292 2.193 2.340 2.394 2.260 2.123 2.195 
22-25 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Siblings in trouble with + 
police 
Yes 3.498** 2.660* 
No 1.0 1.0 
Parental supervision ++ ++ 
Low/medium 1.530 1.554 1.044 
High 1.0 1.0 1.0 
In a long term ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ + 
relationship 
Yes 1.640 1.751 1.317 1.336 L258 1.225 1.196 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Truanted from school ... ... ++ ... ... ... ... 
Yes 6.293*** 5.563*** 5.052*** 5.3 10*** 5.101*** 4.600*** 4.360*** 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Lives in owned home + 
No 1.971 
Yes 1.0 
Peers in trouble with ++ ... ... ++ 
police 
Yes 7.204* 7.406*** 7,212*** 6.590*** 6.633*** 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Time spent in single sex .. ++ ... ++ 
group 
Very often 2.316* 1.990* 2.052* 1.844 1.348 
Less often 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Ex-/Partner in trouble ++ ++ ++ ++ + 
with police 
Yes 7.165** 6.908** 7.505*** 7.753*** 8.596** 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Victim of violence last ++ ++ + + 
year 
Yes 2.442 2.421 * 2.13 1 2.176* 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Hung about in public last 
month 
Yes 2.561 * 2.547* 
No 1.0 1.0 
Frequency of getting very ... ++ 
drunk last year 
At least twice 2.139* 2.548** 
Not or once only 1.0 1.0 
Carried weapon last year ... 
Yes 10.145*** 
No 1.0 
0.073 R' (Nagelkerke) 0.199 0.203 0.317 0.330 0.336 0.358 0.409 
-2 LL from final model 52.979*** 207.383*** 264.552*** 397.991 
418.665*** 477.695*** 575.525*** 505.945*** 
-2 LL from intercept only 97.699 328.998 388.896 
602.114 643.426 707.760 822.912 771.149 
model 
_ Total valid n 711 667 667 661 696 696 695 
638 
Re: empty cells - Some variables which were statistically significant in previous models we re mjected 
from later models through 
non-significance after accounting for other variables in the model. Significance of variables in the model + p<0.05, ++ p<0.0 
1, 
++p<0.001. Significance of the difference from the reference category * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. The Nagelkerke 
coefficient is a pseudo R2 measure. R2, -2LLs and numbers of cases are the same as with th e subsequent non-violent model 
(5.6) 
as they were generated together. 
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Table 5.6. Multinomial models: odds ratios for non-violent offending - 
males only 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 
Age band +++ +++ ... ... ii+ .. +++ ii+ 
14-17 0.458*** 0.501** 0.488** 0.468** 0.420*** 0.394*** 0.512* 0.399** 
18-21 1.116 1.140 1.114 1.135 1.115 1.098 1.043 0.967 
22-25 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Siblings in trouble with + 
police 
Yes 1.279 1.082 
No 1.0 1.0 
Parental supervision ++ ++ 
Low/medium 1.873** 1.866" 1.555* 
High 1.0 1.0 1.0 
In a long term ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ + 
relationship 
Yes 2.261*** 2.240*** 2.106** 2.132** 2.094** 1.950** 1.877* 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Truanted from school ++ ... ... ... ... ... ... 
Yes 2.108*** 2.170*** 1.944** 1.946** 1.921** 1.740** 1.668* 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Lives in owned home + 
No 0.872 
Yes 1.0 
Peers in trouble with +++ ++ ... ... ... 
police 
Yes 2.401 2.579*** 2.551*** 2.349*** 2.283*** 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Time spent in single sex ... ++ .. ++ 
group 
Very often 2.815*** 2.602*** 2.584*** 2.187** 1.820* 
Less often 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Ex-/Partner in trouble ++ ++ ++ ++ + 
with police 
Yes 2.251 2.053 2.065 2.133 2.038 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Victim of violence last ++ ++ + + 
year 
Yes 1.949** 1.840** 1.610* 1.857* 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Hung about in public last 
month 
Yes 1.448 1.395 
No 1.0 1.0 
Frequency of getting very ... ++ 
drunk last year 
At least twice 2.426*** 2,345*** 
Not or once only 1.0 l'O 
Carried weapon last year ... 
Yes 5.527*** 
No l'O 
R' (Nagelkerke) 0.073 0.199 0.203 0.317 0330 0.336 0.358 0.409 
-2 LLR from final model 52.979*** 207.383*** 264.552*** 
397.991*** 418.665*** 477.695*** 575.525*** 505.945*** 
2 LLR from intercept only 97.699 328.998 388.896 602.114 643.426 707.760 822.912 771.149 
model 
Total valid n 711 667 667 661 696 
696 695 638 
Re: empty cells - Some variables which were statistically significant 
in previous models were rejected from later models through 
non-significance after accounting for other variables in the model. Significance of variables in the model + p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, 
++p<0.001. Significance of the difference from the reference category * p<0.05, ** P<0.01, *** p<0.001. The Nagelkerke 
coefficient is a pseudo R' measure. 
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Modelling Offending - Females 
As in the case of males, a number of models predicting violent and overall 
offending were constructed for females. Seven multinomial models were 
produced, including the same types of variables as those used in the male 
models: age, parental supervision, attachments to others, attachments to 
schools, housing, having friends in trouble with the police, violent 
victimisation, and alcohol use. These blocks were identified as being 
significantly related to violence in the bivariate associations preceding the 
multivariate analysis section. 
It was found that six core variables emerged as significant predictors of both 
female violent and overall (non-violent) offending: age; truancy; delinquent or 
criminal associations; having a partner or ex-partner in trouble with the police 
and getting very drunk. Unlike the male multinomial model, the age effect 
worked in the same direction in both the violent and overall offending models, 
and there was only one variable in the final model which was found to be a 
significant predictor for non-violent offending but not violent offending: 'very 
often spending time in a mixed sex group'. This might suggest that there is 
greater similarity between the correlates of overall (non-violent) offending and 
violence for females than males. Interestingly, in both the male and female 
overall offending models, the effect of spending time with males appears to be 
consistent across both sexes. In other words, the male and female overall 
offending models both illuminated the possible effect of spending time in the 
company of males as a significant predictor of offending generally. 
As with the male models, once additional factors were added to the models, 
the odds associated with each previously included factor reduced a little after 
each model. For the violence models, the exceptions to this were age, and 
having partners or ex-partners in trouble with the police. For the overall (non- 
violent) offending models, the exception regarded respondents who reported 
having a partner or ex-partner in trouble with the police. The changes in the 
odds for the variables included in the models are graphically represented 
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below (figures 5.7 and 5.8), where only those variables which remained in the 
final model were tracked. This is followed by a more detailed discussion of the 
significant results from the violence and (non-violent) offending models. 
Figure 6.7. The change in odds of violence. Females only 
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Figure 5.8. The change in odds of non-violent offending. Females only 
Fig 5.8. Overall offending multinomial model. The change in odds of overall 
(non-violent) offending between the first and final model 
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This discussion covers the final models only, describing how the odds 
associated with individual factors altered once other additional factors were 
added to the models. Like the male models, this section also describes the 
effects of factors on both violent offenders and offenders more generally 
('overall offenders'). A detailed description of the results from each of the 
models can be found in appendix 3. 
Final model. Model 7: Testing the effects of age, truancy, delinquent or 
criminal associations, spending time in a mixed-sex group, use of 
leisure time, and getting very drunk on violent and overall offending 
The seventh set of multinomial models tested for the effect of getting very 
drunk on at least two occasions during the twelve month reporting period on 
offending, after controlling for the effects of age, truancy, delinquent 
associations, spending time in a mixed-sex group, having a partner or ex- 
partner in trouble with the police, and non-constructive use of leisure time. 
As the final violent offending model for females (model 7, table 5.7) shows, in 
addition to the aforementioned variables included in the model, respondents 
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Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 
who reported getting very drunk at least twice in the previous twelve months 
had a significantly greater odds of violence perpetration. Indeed, once the 
effects of age, truancy, having friends or a partner/ex-partner in trouble with 
the police, often spending time in mixed sex groups and constructive use of 
leisure time were held constant, getting very drunk increased the odds of 
violent offending by three times. 
In comparison, the effect of having friends in trouble with the police had 
reduced in comparison to the sixth violent offending model. The effects of 
age, truancy, having a partner or ex-partner in trouble with the police, in 
contrast, had produced an increased odds of offending in comparison to the 
sixth violence model. 
Supplemental to the effects of age, truancy, having friends, a partner or ex- 
partner in trouble with the police and very often spending time in a mixed sex 
group, this model also shows that making constructive use of leisure time did 
not significantly change the odds of committing an overall (non-violent) 
offence (model 7, table 5.8). 
In this model, age continued to have a significant contribution to the model, 
but the associated odds had reduced in comparison to model six, from 2.78 to 
2.51. Similarly, respondents who reported truancy had a lower odds of 
offending than in the previous overall offending model (model 6), reporting a 
reduction in odds from 2.92 to 2.90. This was also the case regarding 
delinquent friends (reduction from 3.28 to 3.07) and spending time in a mixed 
sex group (down from 2.73 to 2.49). The odds associated with having a 
partner or ex-partner in trouble with the police was however slightly higher 
than before (showing a increase from 2.42 to 2.72). 
Like the violence models, the effect of getting very drunk also significantly 
increased the odds of overall non-violent offending, whilst spending time in a 
group of mixed sex friends produced a greater change in the odds of 
offending for overall offenders than for violent offenders. 
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From the final model, the age effect is evident in both the violent and overall 
offending models, running in very much the same way as before - people in 
the youngest age band having the highest odds of offending. Spending time in 
a mixed sex group appears to have a stronger effect on overall offending than 
on violence, as does truancy. Having a partner or ex-partner in trouble with 
the police still appears to produce a greater increase in odds on violent 
offending than on overall (non-violent) offending (see figure 5.9, below). 
Similar to the models regarding males, after controlling for the effects of other 
variables, in the case of females: alcohol use and delinquent associations, 
parental supervision as a form of control or attachment factor ceased to 
remain a significant predictor of either violent or non-violent offending. 
In the first, least complex model, the independent variables included in the 
model accounted for approximately 6.8 percent of the variation in the 
dependent variable, against 32.5 percent on the final model. This registers a 
difference in the predictive power of the models of approximately 25.7 
percent. 
Figure 5.9. The odds of offending. Final model females 
Fig. 5.9. Odds of offending. Final model Females 
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Table 5.7. Multinomial models: odds ratios for violent offending - females only 
Model I Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 
Age band .. ++ .. +++ ... ... iii 14-17 10.882*** 10.313*** 13.096*** 12.616*** 11.464*** 13.500*** 15.533*** 
19-21 4.204* 3.464 3.395 2.954 3.499 3.702 3.400 
22-25 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Siblings in trouble with ++ 
police 
Yes 2.846* 
No 1.0 
Parental supervision ++ ++ 
Low/medium 2.834* 2.638* 1.823 
High 1.0 1.0 1.0 
In a long term relationship + 
Yes 2.726** 
No 1.0 
Truanted from school ++ +++ ... ... ... +++ 
Yes 2.244* 2.208* 1.980 2.316* 2.270* 2.353* 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Excluded from school ++ + 
Yes 2.463 2.357 
No 1.0 1.0 
Leaves home to be alone ++ + + + 
Yes 3.779** 3.03 1 2.870* 2.770* 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Peers in trouble with police 
Yes 2.982** 3.619** 3.818** 3.626** 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Time spent in mixed sex ++ ++ ++ ++ 
group 
Very often 2.138 2.153 2.062 1,805 
Less often 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Ex-/Partner in trouble with ++ ++ ... ... 
police 
Yes 6.789*** 6.273*** 6.415*** 8.272*** 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Victim of violence last year 
Yes 1.950 1.939 
No 1.0 1.0 
Constructive use of leisure + + 
time 
No 3.490* 3.575 
Yes 1.0 1.0 
Frequency of getting very ... 
drunk last year 
At least twice 
Not or once only 
3.000* 
1.0 
R2 (Nagelkerke) 0.068 0.189 0.198 0.306 0.304 0.314 0.325 
-2 LL from final model 50.811 204.892*** 205.343*** 439,385*** 410.841*** 487.803*** 43 5.121 
-2 LL from intercept only 96.173 327.885 330.931 641,936 619.280 703.884 667.560 
model 
Total valid n 867 814 785 779 803 803 836 
Re: empty cells - Some variables which were statistically significant in previous models were rejected 
from later models through 
non-significance after accounting for other variables in the model. Significance of variables in the model + p<0.05, ++ p<0.0 1, 
++p<0.00 1. Significance of the difference from the reference category * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. The Nagelkerke 
coefficient is a pseudo R2 measure. 
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Table 5.8. Multinomial models: odds ratios for non-violent offending - females only 
Model I Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 
Age band ++ +++ ... +++ .. iii ... 14-17 1.954** 2.502*** 2.723*** 2.122** 2.108** 2.778** 2.513** 
18-21 2.057** 2.123** 2.360*** 2.038** 2.091 2.141 1.828* 
22-25 LO 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Siblings in trouble with ++ 
police 
Yes 2.063** 
No 1.0 
Parental supervision ++ ++ 
Low/medium 1.776** 1.745** 1.520* 
High 1.0 1.0 1.0 
In a long term relationship + 
Yes 1.369 
No 1.0 
Truanted from school ++ +++ +++ ++ ++ i i+ 
Yes 2.770*** 2.695*** 2.655*** 2.941*** 2.922*** 2.904*** 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Excluded from school ++ + 
Yes 2.303** 2.046* 
No 1.0 1.0 
Leaves home to be alone ++ + + + 
Yes 1.486* 1.267 1.366 1.325 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Peers in trouble with police ++ ... ... ... 
Yes 3.038*** 3.237*** 3.283*** 3.067*** 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Time spent in mixed sex ++ ++ ++ ++ 
group 
Very often 2.872*** 2.737*** 2.725*** 2.488*** 
Less often 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Ex-/Partner in trouble with ... +++ ... ++ 
police 
Yes 2.391*** 2.380*** 2.420*** 2.718*** 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Victim of violence last year 
Yes 1.727* 1.704* 
No 1.0 1.0 
Constructive use of leisure + + 
time 
No 1.603 1.639 
Yes 1.0 1.0 
Frequency of getting very ... 
drunk last year 
At least twice 
Not or once only 
2.512*** 
1.0 
R2 (Nagelkerke) 0.068 0.189 0.198 0.306 0.304 0.314 0.325 
-2 LL from final model 50.811 204.892*** 205.343*** 439.385*** 
410.841*** 487.803*** 435.121*** 
-2 LL from intercept only 96.173 327.995 330.931 
641.936 619.280 703.994 667.560 
model 
Total valid n 867 814 785 779 803 803 836 
Re: empty cells - Some variables which were statistically significant in previous models were rejected from 
later models through 
non-significance after accounting for other variables in the model. Significance of variables in the model + p<0.05, ++ p<0.0 1, 
++p<0.00 1. Significance of the difference from the reference category * p<0.05, ** p<0.0 1, *** p<0.00 1. The Nagelkerke 
coefficient is a pseudo R2 measure. 
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Comparing the Violent Offending and Non-violent Offending Models, by 
Sex 
This section concludes the analysis by discussing the findings from the final 
multinomial models for males and females, identifying points of convergence 
and divergence between the sexes. 
Figure 5.10. Odds of violent offending, by sex 
Fig. 5.10. Odds of violent offending. Males and Females 
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Final violence model 
Five core factors relating to violence emerged in the final models for both 
males and females in the sample: age, truancy, friends in trouble with the 
police, having a partner or ex-partner in trouble with the police, and getting 
very drunk. 
It was found that in addition to the variables mentioned above, two other 
factors appeared as significant predictors of violent offending for males: 
weapons carrying and violent victimisation (see table 5.9, below). 
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Table 5.9. Core predictors of violent offending 
Males: Age, Truancy, Having friends in trouble with the police, 
Having a partner or ex-partner in trouble with the police, 
Violent victimisation, Getting very drunk, Weapons 
carrying 
Females: Age, Truancy, Having friends in trouble with the police, 
Having a partner or ex-partner in trouble with the police, 
Getting very drunk. 
Male respondents who reported carrying a weapon during the year before 
interview experienced an increase in their odds of violence perpetration by a 
factor of ten, and males who reported violent victimisation during the same 
time period had an odds of violence two times greater than those males who 
had not experienced violent victimisation. This data thus tentatively suggests 
that for males the 'violence begets violence' thesis may have some influence, 
but for females this connection is less apparent. This could be due to numbers 
of violent females, or that these respondents really have been socialised to 
act toward violent victimisation in different ways. 
It is also worth noting that, regarding the violence models, in all but two of the 
core predictors were the odds of offending greater for males than they were 
for females. Those two factors were getting very drunk and being aged 14 to 
17 years against being aged 22-25 years. 
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Figure 5.11. Odds of non-violent offending by sex 
Fig. 5.11. Odds of overall offending. Males and Females 
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Final overall (non-violent) offending model 
In contrast to the previous discussion, three core factors relating to overall 
offending emerged in the final models for both males and females in the 
sample: age, truancy, and delinquent friends. Out of these three core factors, 
being aged 14-17 years old, appeared to have opposing effects when looking 
at males and females disaggregated. For males, being aged between 14 and 
17 years decreased the odds of overall offending, but increased the odds of 
offending for females. This was probably due to sex differences in the peak 
age of offending. 
In addition to the three variables mentioned above, four other factors 
appeared as significant predictors of violent offending for males: weapons 
carrying, violent victimisation, very often spending time amongst a single sex 
group, and being in a long term relationship. For females, there were also four 
other factors, not relating to male offending, which were significant predictors 
in the final model: getting very drunk, having a partner or ex-partner in trouble 
with the police, spending time amongst a mixed sex group, and being aged 18 
to 21 years. 
5,527 
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Like the final violence model, male respondents who reported carrying a 
weapon during the year before interview also experienced an increase in their 
odds of overall offending by a factor of five, and males who reported violent 
victimisation during the same time period had odds of offending almost two 
times greater than those males who had not experienced violent victimisation. 
Unlike the violence models, in none of the core predictors were the odds of 
offending greater for males than they were for females. 
Discussion of findings in relation to the literature 
Each of the core predictor variables emerging from the final models are now 
discussed in turn, relating to the model findings and to the literature. Table 
5.10 below summarises the key risk factors generated by the multinomial 
logistic regression analysis. 
Table 5.10. Key offending factors (shaded) in the final violent and non- 
violent offending models, by sex 
Variable Male models Female models Male & Female 
models 
Viol Nonviol Viol Nonviol Viol Nonviol 
Male 
Age 
Sibling criminality 
Family structure 
Parental supervision 
Long term relationship 
Truancy 
School exclusion 
Living in owned home 
Goes out to be alone 
Delinquent peers 
Spends time in mixed group 
Spends time in single-sex group 
Ex-/partner in trouble with police 
Violence victim 
Constructive use of leisure time 
Very drunk (at least twice) 
Carry weapon 
Note: Viol=violence model, Nonviol=non-violent wiencling moaei. zonaaing inulual. eti Wl lei U Lilt 
odds are significant, and the variable significantly improves the overall power of the model. 
Hyphen (-) indicates could not compute. 
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Sex and offending 
Juvenile violence appears as a largely male phenomenon. As noted in the 
literature review, the 1992 arrest rate for England and Wales showed that the 
male rate surpassed the female rate by approximately 14: 1 for robbery, and 
6: 1 for aggravated assault. Many observers however found (using official 
statistics) that females have become more violent in recent years. Sutherland 
and Cressey (1978) posited that "sex status is of greater statistical 
significance in differentiating criminals from non-criminals than any other trait" 
(Sutherland and Cressey, 1978: 130). All of the evidence contained within this 
study corroborates these findings and other past research indicating that 
males have a significantly higher rate of offending than females. As Newburn 
& Stanko (eds., 1994) and Sutherland & Cressey (1978) note, sex status acts 
as a key predictor for violent offending. 
This does not imply that all males are violent and all females are not, because 
this clearly is not the case. Both males and females reported involvement in 
violence but more importantly, the majority of both sexes did not report being 
involved in violence. What makes males more likely to become involved in 
violence may come down to socialising influences, cultures of masculinity, or 
residing within a context where violence is seen as an appropriate form of 
expressive behaviour. As Levi (in Maguire et aL, 1994) notes, in relation to 
homicides, risk data may have a gender dimension "because females are 
more tightly controlled in their leisure activities - by parents, by jealous 
partners, or by childcare arrangements" (Levi, in Maguire et al., 1994: 312). 
The bivariate analysis contained in chapter four showed quite clearly that 
males were significantly more likely to be involved in violence (figure 4.1), but 
most interestingly that violent males and females had very much the same 
average incidence of offending (table 4.23). 
The multivariate analysis also showed quite clearly that the effect of sex was 
strong and consistent across different models. Table 5.3 showed that the 
odds of violence for males were between two and three times greater than for 
females, and for overall non-violent offending (table 5.4) the increase in odds 
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was somewhat lower (an increase in odds of between one and a half and two 
times), although still statistically significant. Sex therefore appeared from the 
models to be both closely related to violent and non-violent offending by 
young people. It is still unclear how sex might increase the propensity to 
commit violent crimes. 
Hearn (1998) put forward the possibility that it may be more to do with the 
structural conditions of violence and not sex which might explain the gender 
differences, "for example, capitalist relations of employment and 
unemployment might affect the gendered expectations and experiences of 
men and women, so that men formerly defined as 'breadwinners' become 
unemployed and identified as redundant they may reassert their selves 
through violence. A related process may occur for young men who have no 
prospects of employment at all" (Hearn, 1988: 207). This explanation however 
does not explain men's violence on a historical level, although Winlow et al 
(2001) do allude to the centrality of violent conduct to the construction of a 
masculine self-image within the working class. 
Taking a second look at Baskin and Sommers (1998) in relation to the data 
shows that their perspective has some relevance. As noted in chapter five, 
there exist some core factors acting as predictors of violence for both males 
and females, illuminating the possibility that those factors predicting violence 
for males in the past increasingly act as clear predictors for females in the 
present, and that it may be possible to tackle offending in some of the same 
ways across both sexes. 
Masculinity related variables 
Weapons and offending 
The effect of carrying weapons on offending appeared to have some effect on 
both the violence and non-violent offending final models regarding males, and 
males and females combined, but not for females alone. After controlling for 
other variables in the models, carrying a weapon increased the combined 
male and female odds of violence by a factor of around six, and increased the 
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odds of non-violent offending by a factor of around three. Taking males in 
isolation illuminated even greater changes in odds across both the violence 
and non-violent offending models. For males, carrying a weapon increased 
the odds of offending by approximately ten times, and increased the odds of 
overall non-violent offending by nearly six times. 
If weapons carrying, a potentially gendered variable, is also a signifier of 
something 'masculine' in terms of 'looking hard', the models show that even 
after accounting for other variables in the model, the effect of being male 
remains, as does the effect of this masculinity related variable. This might 
suggest that 'masculinity' (or at least this possible signifier of masculinity) may 
provide a part of the jigsaw of explaining violence, but clearly there are other 
(possibly psycho-social) factors also having an influence. 
Again, the issue of causal ordering rears its head. Is it that those who carry 
weapons are going to be more involved in violence or might it be because of 
previous experiences of violence that they are carrying the weapon in effect to 
protect themselves as a defensive rather than offensive strategy? Indeed, 
concerns over increased weapons use has raised the profile of the issue of 
weapons over recent months. According to Home Office statistics, quoted in 
the Sunday Telegraph 85 , crime involving knives has trebled in the past 12 
months and is increasing in other cities of the UK. The report suggested that 
there is a cycle of carrying, where more young people are carrying weapons, 
so others feel the need to carry one to protect themselves. Murdie (2002) 
observes that, "in view of the killers of Stephen Lawrence, headmaster Philip 
Lawrence and Damilola Taylor, and the current social fear of predatory 
paedophiles it is easy to imagine why a youngster may be frightened into 
carrying a knife - an encounter with a bully or a gang might be a potentially 
fatal one in the youngster's mind" (Murdie, 2002: 264). 
85 loth March 2002 
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In relation to other offences is the weapon being used as a 'tool of the trade', 
in relation to breaking into homes, garages or sheds for example, as well as 
the possible signifier of masculinity? 
As Strasburg (1978) notes, if it is true that the consequences of juvenile 
violence are growing more serious, then the increased availability of guns and 
other weapons may, to some degree, also be responsible. 
Spending time in the company of males 
Unlike the effects of carrying weapons on violent offending models, this study 
found that spending time in mixed sex groups yielded a significant association 
with active violence perpetration for females at the five percent level, but 
appeared to have no effect in relation to males where slightly more violent 
offenders were found amongst those young men who reported not very often 
spending time within a mixed sex group. Interestingly, although the 
association was not significant at the five percent level, a greater proportion of 
males who reported 'very often' spending time around other males reported 
involvement in violence than those who spent time less often, thus illuminating 
the possible effects of spending time in the company of males (and in the 
case of males the 'one sex peer unit' (Miller, 1958)). If the culture of 
masculinity hypothesis were to apply in relation to spending time with others, 
one might have expected few women who spend time around other women to 
have been involved in violence but as can be seen from the results on table 
4.30 this did not appear to be the case. This could be providing further weight 
to the findings of Baskin and Sommers (1998) that the factors pulling men into 
violence are also increasingly pulling women into violence 86 . 
86 This may also be affected by cultural changes in the tolerance for certain practices which were 
overlooked in the past but are now reported as 'crimes'. Maybe the perceived growth in 'violence' is an 
artefact of a decline in societies turning a blind eye, so to speak. In contrast, the theory of structured 
violence (as noted by Campbell & Muncer, 1987) suggests that women and children may be viewed as 
paradigmatic victims of male violence as their social position makes them vulnerable to violent assault 
(Davis and Hatty, 1990). This violence is also often used as a method of social control (Campbell & 
Muncer, 1987), which for Davis and Hatty (1990) suggests that violent male behaviour is goal oriented 
or instrumental activity. Thus, for them violence is both gendered and a socially transmitted behaviour 
- male violence is directed at influencing the reactions and 
behaviours of others whilst female violence 
is asserted to be expressive in general. 
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Age and offending 
Perhaps the most common discussion of delinquency is within the context of 
the transition to adulthood and development of maturity and feeling 'grown up' 
as a factor initiating desistance from offending or reduction in delinquent or 
offending behaviour. 
1992 Official Criminal Statistics for England and Wales shows that the peak 
ages of 'known' offending was 18 for males and 15 for females. The data 
presented in this study shows the mean and peak ages of violence onset 
(summary measure) to be around 15 for males and females. Thus, any policy 
directed towards the prevention of youth violence would need be directed at 
individuals well below this age. 
Rowe (in Hawkins, ed., 1996) noted that "regardless of how one subdivides a 
population, age declines in crime will occur at equal rates within categories as 
well as across them: It is present in the lower and upper classes; in males and 
females; and in different marital and lalbour force participation statuses" 
(Rowe, in Hawkins, ed., 1996: 282). This is indeed the case with this data - 
offending waxes throughout adolescence and then wanes as they become 
older for both males and females. When fitting the effects of age into a 
multivariate analysis, it became clear that being in the youngest age band (14 
to 17 years old) significantly increased the odds of violence amongst males, 
females and males and females combined in comparison to respondents in 
the oldest age group (22 to 25 years old). 
Regarding non-violent offending, being in the youngest age band significantly 
increased the odds of offending for both males and females, but less clearly 
so when males and females were combined. The question remains how age 
acts in relation to violence. Aside of the biological explanation for this change, 
it may also be that age may be related to perceptions of maturity, adulthood 
and the taking up of responsibilities which might reduce the prevalence of 
violence. Indeed, as Elliott and Menard (in Hawkins ed., 1996) note, 
developmental patterns for both predominantly prosocial and nondelinquent 
peer groups, "are consistent with the suggestion that a sort of 'maturational 
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reform' (Menard & Elliott, 1990) occurs in late adolescence" (Elliott and 
Menard, in Hawkins ed., 1996: 45). 
Further, through getting older, young people might be able to avoid violence 
by not sharing the same spaces as they did previously which may previously 
have increased the risks of involvement. For example, if one is not at school, 
where people are kept together for long periods of time sometimes creating 
and recreating conditions conducive to violent behaviour, and avoiding 
criminogenic contexts (Hagan & McCarthy, 1988), they may be able to stay 
away from violence. Also, the effects of legal sanctions on older young people 
might also have some kind of deterrent effect (having more to lose, so to 
speak). 
Truancy and offending 
Like Shaw and McKay (1969) and Farrington (1996), truancy was found to be 
consistently related to violent and non-violent offending in the final multinomial 
models for both males and females in this sample. After controlling for the 
effects of other factors in the models, respondents who reported truanting had 
an increased odds of violence perpetration of between three and four times 
over those respondents who did not report truanting (odds of 4.4 for males, 
2.4 for females and 3 for males and females combined). Like other variables 
discussed in this chapter it should be noted that the majority of truants (over 
80 percent) had not been involved in violence. 
Regarding the non-violent offending models, truancy appeared to increase the 
odds of offending by between two and three times for males, females and the 
two combined (by an odds of 1.7,2.9 and 2 respectively). 
Anomie/strain, Lowe r-class-based/su bcu Itu ra 1, and control theories all had 
something to say on the importance of school experiences. Anomie/strain 
theory (e. g. Merton, 1956) generally argued that the school is one of the first 
points of contact where people would be likely to experience status frustration, 
i. e. possessing the same educational goals as everyone but not possessing 
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the means by which to achieve this. Lowe r-class-based/su bcu Itu ra I theories 
(e. g. Miller, 1958) argued that as some lower-class individuals become 
engaged with their own concerns and values, there will be less commitment to 
education and delinquency will increase, whilst control theory (e. g. Hirschi, 
1969) suggested that the school is an important place for the development of 
attachments. For control theory, the positive influences of school and 
academic success will increase attachment and "encourage the growth of a 
stake in conformity" (Ross, 1994: 17). 
Interestingly, this 'stake' also emerges in relation to female criminality as 
noted by both Heidensohn (1996) and Brown (1998). Women are seen to 
have a high stake in conformity due to their responsibilities as controllers 
(against being controlled) but which "pales beside the complex but 
enormously limiting forces which operate upon women" (Heidensohn, 1996: 
174). 
As Brown (1998) notes: 
"Women are constrained at home through domestic 
responsibilities (it is more difficult to commit armed robbery 
when pushing a baby buggy) through discipline and 
domination, whether physically and psychologically through 
domestic violence, or through other forms of subordinating 
ideologies which frame women as the peacekeepers and the 
home-makers rather than the breadwinners and the risk-takers. 
The public nature of much conventional criminality by default 
means that women, who even in the late twentieth century live 
far more within the 'private sphere' of home and family than do 
men, are less likely to participate in 'normal crimes' (Hagan et 
al. 1979; Box 1983). This in turn may be linked to notions of 
opportunity and differential association (Box 1983), since the 
sexual division of labour and the ideology of femininity severely 
limit women's access in particular to more serious forms of 
crime" (Brown, 1998: 102) 
Achievement, participation, and overall involvement in school-related activities 
have been connected with delinquency for a long time. Hirschi (1969), found 
that while low attachment to parents is definitely related to delinquency, its 
effects tend to be overshadowed by affiliations with school. In a study of 482 
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official delinquents and 185 non-delinquents in the USA, Empey and Lubeck 
(1971), found that family variables and school factors were highly associated 
with delinquency, but that school factors had a stronger direct effect on 
delinquency than family factors. Johnson (1979) found a similar effect, 
although he did express a reservation over interpretation of his finding, 
because his sample had a skew on social class. 
If truancy is seen to be a sign of expressive alienation (see Stinchcombe, 
1964), it may be suggested that truancy is merely symptomatic of a wider 
feeling of alienation, an antecedent measure not available within the YLS 
data, which may be acting as a causal factor, and not truancy itself which may 
be seen as more of an outcome of alienation. 
Delinquent associations and offending 
Like a number of past findings (e. g. Rutter and Giller, 1983; Sutherland and 
Cressey, 1970; Farrington, 1996) it was clearly observed that having friends 
who were in trouble with the police significantly increased the odds of violent 
and non-violent offending amongst males and females in this sample, in both 
a bivariate and multivariate analysis. 
Both males and females who reported having partners or ex-partners in 
trouble with the police had a significantly greater odds of violence perpetration 
than those respondents who did not have partners or ex-partners in trouble 
with the police. Regarding overall non-violent offending the aforementioned 
pattern remained with the exception of males, where having a partner or ex- 
partner in trouble with the police did not significantly increase the odds of 
offending. 
The question remains as to how delinquent associates might increase the 
propensity to deviate. There is the possibility that there could be a social 
learning or differential association effect. Those who have friends in trouble 
with the police are associating and forming alternative social bonds at odds 
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with the hegemonic social outlook through the frequency and consistency of 
their associations. Maybe it is that these people are simply seeking out like 
minded individuals. Subcultural theories (e. g. Cohen, 1955) argue that these 
people (the respondents and their associates) form part of a wider subculture 
which possesses a different value system from mainstream culture, which 
might possess values in line with 'antisocial' values (Farrington, 1996) and 
'violence favouring beliefs' (Berkowitz, 1993: 293), as a result of inequalities 
in, for example, the labour market. 
Finally, there is the possibility (as illuminated by Farrington, in Maguire et aL, 
eds., 1994) that having delinquent peers might increase the respondents 
likelihood of violent offending and that the person's own offending might also 
increase their likelihood of having delinquent peers. 
Thus, as Bursik and Grasmick (in Hawkins, ed., 1996) also note, the peer 
group context may be viewed as a particularly complex phenomenon "in 
which small groups of friends form subsets of larger cliques of youth, which in 
turn may be characterised by transitory formal and informal alliances. 
Therefore, any analysis of the peer group context of individual delinquency 
requires a fairly sophisticated delineation of the nature of that context" (Bursik 
and Grasmick, in Hawkins, ed., 1996: 239). Johnson (1979: 27) posits 
"[r]egardless of the nature or quality of relationships among juvenile law 
violators, it is clear that the role of delinquent associates cannot be ignored 
when one considers the development of causal models of delinquent 
behavior" 
Whatever the nature of the connection between offending and associations it 
was clear that those respondents who reported having friends, partners or ex- 
partners in trouble with the police were more likely to offend than those who 
did not have this association, but that the majority of young people who had 
such associations were nonetheless not active violent offenders. 
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Violent victimisation and offending 
Like Sparks et al. (1977) and Gottfredson (1984) a significant association was 
observed in the models between violent offending and violent victimisation, for 
males but not females in the sample. From comparing the final violence model 
to the final non-violence model, it was found that victimisation produced a 
greater increase in the odds of violent offending than non-violent offending. 
The results in table 5.5 lend weight to the possibility put forward by Davidoff 
and Greenhorn (1991) that violent offenders and victims are the same people 
for males, but the association found in table 4.31 for females no longer held 
when fitted into a multivariate analysis. Thus the question still exists as to how 
victimisation and offending are linked. As mentioned in chapter four, is it 
because one might live in an area where people are often assaulted, or stolen 
from, where violence is also common? Alternatively, the two could be 
temporally related. For example, the violence perpetration may have occurred 
precisely because of the victimisation or vice versa, which would add weight 
to Davidoff and Greenhorn's (1991) comment. The data in this study may also 
be read in a way as to suggest that the vast majority of those who had 
reported victimisation had not perpetrated violence, thus putting Davidoff and 
Greenhorn's postulate into some question. 
One cannot say from this data whether violent offending follows victimisation, 
however, this study does help us to understand that offenders and victims are 
not mutually exclusive groups of people (as also noted by Levi, in Maguire et 
aL, 1993: 325). Thus these factors could co-exist on a geographical or 
personal level as well as precipitate one another in a temporal sense. 
Alcohol use and offending 
Field (1990) in his study of trends in crime drew close associations between 
violence and alcohol use, as did Farrington (1996) in relation to his 'energising 
factors' and Campbell (1995) in relation to female gang members. In this 
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study however, alcohol use was not found to be a factor associated with 
elevated rates of violence or delinquency per se, but extreme intoxication (i. e. 
getting very drunk at least twice during the twelve months prior to interview) 
was found to be significantly related to both violent and non-violent offending 
in the bivariate analysis (table 4.33) and the multinomial models for both 
males and females in the sample (tables 5.3 to 5.8). Extreme intoxication was 
also found to produce a slightly greater difference in the odds of violent 
offending against the odds of non-violent offending. Tuck (1989) suggested 
that this connection between alcohol use and violence may be because of 
street fighting taking place where young people congregate and become 
embroiled in disputes when they leave drinking establishments, rather than 
the alcohol itself. 
Fagan (1990) argues that it is very rare for drinkers to become involved in 
violence every time they consume alcohol, thus the alcohol on its own cannot 
serve as a sufficient explanation for violence perpetration, especially if one 
investigates this link cross-culturally in relation to social norms and 
expectations. Further, as Parker (1996) notes, "[a]cquisitive crime, violence 
and alcohol and drug use may well be connected, particularly in the lives of 
persistent young adult offenders, but as this study shows the linkages prove 
extremely complex and difficult to describe fully" (Parker, 1996: 282). 
Factors not emerging from the logistic regression models 
Family factors 
Perhaps one of the most constant explanations of delinquent behaviour is the 
breakdown of the family. "From the concerns of those in the Child-saving 
movement of the nineteenth century (Platt, 1977) to the present, the family 
has been regarded as a major variable in the presence or absence of 
delinquency. " (Shoemaker, 1990: 189) The interest in family factors and 
delinquency has typically involved both the structure of the family and the 
nature of relationships occurring in the family. 
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Family structure 
Some studies on the relationship between delinquency and a home affected 
by divorce, desertion, or death found that delinquents come from 'broken 
homes' significantly more often than non-delinquents. For example, Haskell 
and Yablonsky (1982), found, from reporting the findings of eight studies from 
1929 to 1971, that the proportion of delinquents from 'broken homes' was 
higher than the proportion of non-delinquents from affected families (see also 
Shoemaker, 1990: 190). 
Strasburg (1978) on the other hand, found that family structure appeared to 
have no influence on the propensity of respondents to be violent. There was 
no difference between children of intact and broken families in any of the 
counties in the Vera study, with regard to the probability of committing a 
violent offence. For Strasburg (1978) therefore, the presence of two parents 
had little impact on whether the child became violent. 
The data in this study shows that within a simple bivariate analysis with 
violence, family structure does emerge as a predictive factor for males 
inasmuch as respondents from lone parent families reported greater 
proportions of violent offenders than respondents from families with more than 
one parent. More importantly, its effects on both the violent and non-violent 
offending models disappeared once supervision, school and peer related 
factors were accounted for. Thus, from this data there was no evidence to 
suggest that family structure could be used as either a predictor of violent or 
non-violent offending. 
Family relationships 
While some doubt exists concerning the connection between 'broken homes' 
and delinquency, there is considerable evidence that points to a correlation 
between family relationships and delinquency. Family relationships, in this 
context, are usually measured in terms of interaction, affection, supervision, 
and discipline between and among parents and children. 
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Hirschi (1969), found associations between delinquency and several 
measures of family relationships, such as affectional identification with 
parents, and intimacy of communication with their father. Hirschi's findings 
were generally replicated by Michael Hindelang (1973) in a study of self 
reported delinquency and also found that attachment to parents was inversely 
related to delinquency. 
Results from the bivariate analysis in this study did not show any clear 
relationships between violence and getting along with one's father or mother 
(see appendix 2 for further details), and were thus not put forward into the 
multivariate analysis. 
Parental supervision 
Riley and Shaw (1985) showed that, in addition to the effects of attitudes 
towards the school and attitudes towards the family, parental supervision was 
a key factor relating to delinquency. Hirschi (1969) also noted that "teenagers 
who are well supervised are less likely to commit delinquent acts because 
they feel their parents are aware of their behaviour, that is, their parents are 
more often 'psychologically present'" (cited in Riley and Shaw, 1985: 52). The 
data from the bivariate analysis in relation to parents knowing about 
respondents' whereabouts and parental supervision corroborates this. 
However, after fitting into a multivariate analysis these variables did not 
emerge as significant predictors of either violent or non-violent offending 
once peer related factors had been controlled for. Thus, peer related factors 
could be said to have a stronger effect on violent offending than parental 
factors in this study. 
Long-term relationship status 
The findings from this study provide no evidence that attachments or bonds 
arising from long term relationships reduce violent propensities. Indeed, there 
was some evidence to suggest the opposite. Within a bivariate analysis, a 
greater proportion of respondents who reported being in a long term 
relationship reported involvement in violence than those not in a long term 
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relationship, although the association was only statistically significant 
regarding males in the sample. The possible association illuminated by the 
bivariate analysis did not emerge in the final multinomial models, however. It 
may be that the reversed finding from that expected under control theories is 
more in line with the view of Athens (1997), where it was argued that the 
presence of a violent 'generalised other' might inflame potentially violent 
situations. 
For Athens, those who held violent self images had an 'unmitigated violent 
generalised other', that is, another person who provides the potentially violent 
actor with "pronounced and categorical moral support for acting violently 
toward other people" (Athens, 1997: 99). In contrast to those who hold violent 
self-images, persons who hold incipiently violent self-images have a4 mitigated 
violent generalised other', who provides them with Is pronounced, but limited, 
categorical moral support for acting violently toward other people, except in 
the case of defending themselves or intimates from physical support" (Athens, 
1997: 99). 
Athens (1997), cited in the literature review, suggested that it was those with 
'generalised others' who were at the heart of the violent crime problem. As he 
puts it, not only do these people commit a large volume of violent offences, 
but also as victims they instigate offences that they do not commit, as they 
threaten those with violent generalised others who will then go on to use 
violence. This possibility would need to be more rigorously tested on larger 
samples, particularly using ethnographic methods, in order to make any 
further inferences possible. 
School exclusion 
Unlike the findings of Farrington (1996), school exclusion of either type did not 
emerge as a core predictor of violent or non-violent offending for males or 
females after accounting for the effects of other variables in the models, like 
delinquent associations, violent victimisation and alcohol use. This was 
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despite its clear association in the bivariate analysis (table 4.28) for both 
males and females in this sample. 
Living in unowned accommodation or needing to get away from the home in order to be alone 
Like school exclusion, living in an owned home and leaving the home in order 
to be alone, despite the apparent associations in the bivariate analysis (table 
4.29) for males, did not emerge as key correlates of violent or non-violent 
offending once the effects of delinquent associations, victimisation and 
alcohol use had been held constant. 
Use of leisure time and boredom 
Going against the control theory of delinquency, once the effects of alcohol 
use had been introduced into the multinomial models, constructive use of 
leisure time was not found to be associated with violent or non-violent 
offending for either males or females in the sample, despite there being some 
associations with violence for males at the five percent level in the bivariate 
analysis (table 4.32). Interestingly (and rather surprisingly), regarding 
boredom, despite being consistently associated with violence at the one 
percent level in a bivariate analysis, boredom did not emerge as a strong 
enough predictor in the early multivariate stage to be included in the final eight 
multivariate models. This finding would suggest that boredom was not closely 
related to violence, but makes no inference as to its effects on delinquency in 
general. 
Child neglect 
Both Fagan & Wexler (1987) and Widom (1992) have shown associations 
between exposure to violence as a child, or growing up in a socially 
disorganised family environment and violent delinquency. In a study of 1575 
individuals followed from childhood to adulthood, Widom (1992) found that 
being abused or neglected as a child increased the likelihood of arrest for a 
violent crime by 38 percent. For Fagan and Wexler (1987), there was 
evidence to suggest that 'violence begets violence' and that violence was 
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passed down through the generations. They concluded however, that "... what 
remains unknown is exactly how this socialisation to violence occurs ...... .. how 
it is mediated by other structures or processes [than the family] during 
adolescence" (Fagan & Wexler, 1987: 645). Unfortunately, because no 
variables were available in this data referring to treatment as a child these 
ideas could not be investigated. 
Gang and group effects 
Research from the Vera Institute study (in Strasburg, 1978) agree with the 
findings contained within this study, that much violence involved the presence 
of at least one person in the company of the perpetrator. This finding does not 
demonstrate that formal gangs are a factor in violent delinquencies however, 
but it does raise the issue of the communal nature of violence amongst the 
young. 
Like Hagedorn (1998), there was no evidence in this data that violent 
offenders are a particular type (or even stereotype) of person. Violent 
offenders came from a range of backgrounds, social classes and ethnicities, 
although the models did point toward some sort of peer related effect which 
may, in part, be reflected in any gang or group effects. 
Drugs 
Hard drug use has over the years been associated with offending, particularly 
in relation to subcultural theory, sometimes via the mechanisms associated 
with property crime - used to obtain goods to feed drug habits. Farrington 
(1996) also makes reference to the effects of drug use. The data contained 
within this study illuminated the possible links between violence and hard drug 
use in a bivariate analysis but small numbers of users made incorporation into 
a multivariate analysis impossible. It is worth noting the point made by Parker 
(1996) that acquisitive crime, violence and substance use may well be 
connected but the linkages prove very difficult to describe fully. 
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The relationship between cannabis use and violence has been explored by 
various authors in the past (summarised neatly by Levi, in Maguire et al., 
1994), and is in some ways reflected in this data in the case of males. Males 
who reported using cannabis were no more likely to commit violence, but for 
females an association was apparent, thus illuminating the possible sex 
differences in the cultural or subcultural nature of cannabis use. However, 
multivariate research showed that cannabis use did not emerge in the final 
stage models for females. These findings of non-significance were consistent 
with past research, though Parker's (1996) point is still probably worth bearing 
in mind. 
Running away from home 
From this data, running away from home was not found to be related to violent 
offending in a multivariate analysis for either males or for females in this 
sample, although an association was observed for females in the bivariate 
analysis. Some literature suggests however, that running away from home 
puts one in a position where violence is likely to be perpetrated or received 
(Rader, in Berger ed., 1996). It should also be noted that running away may 
not be at the heart of the delinquency problem. What are the reasons behind 
running away? It may be that those very same reasons influencing a young 
person to run away (parental abuse for example) also influence violent 
behaviour (in a social learning or'violence begets violence'sense) and not the 
running away itself. Much like arguments about people with head injuries 
committing more violent acts than people without head injuries, it is too 
simplistic to assume that the head injury causes the act, as it could be the 
conditions under which people live that leads to such injuries (the social 
context) which may be among the underlying causes. 
Any future analysis should strive to consider further the impact of violent 
victimisation on violent offending for this reason. 
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Inequalities and violence 
James (1995) suggested that inequality was the single most important factor 
in predicting variations in the amount of violence perpetrated (within and 
between nations across time and across cultures). This finding corroborated 
Box's (1987) earlier work where he argued that it is not unemployment that is 
responsible for crime, but rather it is the effect of income inequality. Box 
(1987) found that the greater the variation in economic wealth, the higher the 
rate of property crime and non-fatal violence (see also Muncie, 1999: 142 for 
a review of research on income inequalities and crime). Box (1987) concluded 
that any crime control policy which fails to recognise that the uneven 
distribution of income is strongly related to criminal activity "fails to get to grips 
with a major underlying structural factor which generates a strong motive to 
commit crime"' (Box, 1987: 96). This study was not able to make any strong 
inferences in relation to inequalities other than the very tentative suggestions 
made earlier on in the thesis. 
Socio-economic status 
Social disorganisation and anomie approaches implied that a lack of stability 
tended to be more prominent among the lower classes, suggesting that'lower 
class individuals may have a greater propensity towards committing more 
delinquent offences. The data contained within this study does not further this 
argument in relation to violent offending. Violent offending by young people 
does not appear to be influenced by social class, despite there being some 
significant differences between socio-economic groups within this sample. 
As noted in the literature review, there does exist one persistent problem 
within both the social disorganisation and the anomie theories of delinquency, 
that is, the lack of explanation as to how social conditions go about exerting 
an influence over one's behaviour. In this sense, these theories remain 
incomplete. 
Strasburg (1978), drawing upon the findings of the 1972 Philadelphia cohort 
study, noted that lower class minority delinquents were more likely than 
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middle class minority delinquents to commit serious violence in the most 
recent offence, but lower class whites were less likely than middle class white 
delinquents to do so. As such, social class in itself appears as an inadequate 
explanation for youth violence. There is therefore the possibility that socio- 
economic status is simply an intervening variable, and not the explanatory 
factor (or factors) influencing violence. The results from the models presented 
earlier suggest that since SES was not an explanatory factor, there may be 
other factors in play here, such as the effects of alienations and inequalities 
not measurable in the same way as SES, or the possible effects of 
masculinities, for example. Vaz (1967) argued that delinquency exists across 
all social classes and that official measures of offending and delinquency 
were more a reflection of the workings of the criminal justice system than 
anything else. 
Ethnicity 
Aside of the methodological concerns outlined in chapter four in relation to 
studying ethnicity, the results from data used in this study went against the 
finding by Strasburg (1978) that minority youths (and especially black youths) 
tended to be both more violent than white youths. The findings presented in 
chapter four identified no specific significant association between ethnicity and 
violence, particularly between 'black' and 'white' respondents, although a 
significant difference was observed 'between 'Indians' and 'whites' (figure 4.4). 
Summary 
Like the findings of Strasburg (1978), violent behaviour can be viewed as a 
complex and multiply determined act. Violent offences in this study appeared, 
for the most part to be occasional occurrences within a wider pattern of 
delinquent behaviour. When committing a violent act, an offender was likely to 
do so in the company of at least one other person. Further, males were more 
violent than females, but female and male offenders were likely to commit 
violent acts at about the same frequency. Truancy and extreme intoxication 
were consistently related to violence. Learning problems (as posited by 
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Farrington, 1996) were not related to violence 87 - After controlling for the 
effects of delinquent peers, a two parent family did not appear to offer any 
protection against violent behaviour. Other factors, probably including the 
quality instead of the quantity of familial relationships, may be more influential 
in this regard. Finally, differences in socio-economic status or ethnicity were 
not associated with juvenile violence. 
Neither anomie/strain, differential association, class based, or control theories 
appeared to fully explain youth violence. Lower-class : based theories 
emphasised social class as an important factor. Anomie referred to the 
disjunction between goals and the means by which individuals achieve them, 
whilst control theory concentrated on significant attachments to society and 
the missing influences from a person's life that maintained their delinquent 
activity and differential association focused on the extent to which a person 
interacted with others that provided alternative role models and 
reinforcements. All the main theories, as discussed above appeared to 
explain some of the core factors in the violent and non-violent offending 
models, but importantly, not all of them. 
It is also worth bearing in mind at this point the critique of positivist dominated 
approaches to violent criminality, as outlined quite clearly by Athens (1997): 
"By their very design, however, positivistic approaches are 
unable to account for human action as situated and human 
beings as acting units .... Studies based on such approaches ignore individuals' interpretations of the situations in which they 
act and as a result completely omit the part that human beings 
play in the organisation of their actions ... Yet without detailed knowledge of the interpretive process, human action cannot be 
adequately explained" (Athens, 1997: 25). 
In other words, some factors may simply not be operational isable in a 
quantitative sense, thus, as Athens (1997) notes above, a more ethnographic 
approach toward youth violence is required to tell us why violent incidents 
occur, and the processes taking place around the time of the offending. 
87 Specific learning disabilities may well be an important factor but existing research is inadequate to 
prove any causal associations. 
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The following final chapter in this study ties up the key findings from the 
analytical chapters with the theory as discussed in the literature review, along 
with some possible approaches using risk focused prevention techniques, and 
potential avenues for further research. 
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Chapter 6. Concluding Remarks 
"But the world is confusing, and just because we invent 
myths and theories to explain away the chaos we're still 
going to live in a world that's older and more complicated 
than we W ever understand" (Moby, 1999) 
This concluding chapter brings together the findings from the previous 
chapters, reflecting upon the aims as set out in chapter 1. Following this is an 
attempt to move beyond the aetiological theories empirically tested within this 
study, and a consideration of possible prevention measures in light of the 
findings of this research. 
As stated in the introduction (chapter 1), the underlying aim of the study has 
been to get a bigger picture of violence by young people. Thus, this chapter 
also attempts to recontextualise youth violence within the wider discourse of 
young people living in a period of'late/poSt'88 modernity. 
Chapter 1 provided an introduction to the issue of youth and crime, placing it 
within a historical context, and moved on to provide a brief discussion of the 
impetus behind the thesis, the core aims of the study, and a description of 
some of the key concepts used in the thesis. 
The second chapter presented a review of the key aetiological accounts of 
delinquency, along with other relevant perspectives on violence. The literature 
review attempted to stand the issue of youth violence within the surrounding 
debate concerning delinquency, which was later to be explored as part of the 
data analysis. In addition to a discussion of the core delinquency theories, 
mention was also made of other emergent theories on violence, like the 
'violence begets violence' hypothesis, and the views put forward by Athens 
(1997) in the interpretivist tradition. 
" Whether we are living in late or post modernity is still subject to much heated debate. 
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The third, methodological, chapter described the research instrument used for 
the Youth Lifestyles Survey, as well as methodological aspects of sampling, 
sample representativeness and weighting. A discussion of the self-report 
method followed this, and after a sojourn into non-completion and sample 
validation against other data sources, the methodology paid attention to the 
main statistical methods used in the thesis, providing an overview to 
multinomial logistic regression using SPSS. 
Chapter 4 opened with a description of the Youth Lifestyles Survey's sample 
in terms of some key demographic and personal characteristics. In relation to 
one of the aims of the study presented in chapter 1, a more detailed bivariate 
analysis was presented, outlining the extent of violent offending across a 
number of different variables, including background and lifestyle factors, as 
well as experiences of offending and victimisation. The chapter went on to 
provide further detail concerning the age of onset of different offence types, 
the situational context of the violent incidents (where and with whom violent 
incidents occurred), the issue of specialisation in violent offending, and a 
discussion of the possible links between victimisation and violent offending. 
The fifth chapter built on the foundations laid by the previous chapter and 
focused more specifically on modelling offending, both violent and non-violent, 
in order to help answer the final research question (in chapter 1) of whether 
the background factors explaining violent offending were also explaining non- 
violent criminal delinquency in its wider sense. The chapter summarised the 
key findings from the previous chapters alongside the theoretical discussion of 
young adult offending, identifying points of convergence and divergence 
between the results from the data analysis with the theoretical positions and 
research findings presented in the literature review (chapter 2). 
On the whole violence was not found to be a particularly uncommon 
occurrence in the lives of young people, and this was largely because of the 
effect of fighting, which overshadowed the rest of the violence variables which 
were considerably less prevalent. Males were found to be significantly more 
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involved than females in violence, but male and female violent offenders both 
appeared to commit very similar average numbers of offences over the twelve 
month reporting period. Younger people (people of school age) were also 
found to be significantly more involved in violence than older young people 
above school leaving age. Further, neither class nor ethnicity appeared 
adequately to distinguish offenders from non-offenders. 
In a bivariate association, violence appeared to be related with many risk 
factors, and some core factors differed between males and females. These 
core factors covered a range of themes, including family, attachment, social 
control, drugs, peers, demographic, money and leisure items. 
Few of the variables associated with violence in a bivariate analysis were 
related when placed within a multivariate context. There were also a few 
differing results between males and females in the sample which may indicate 
that some crime prevention measures may need to be targeted at the sexes in 
differing ways. There are, more significantly, some robust risk factors that 
existed across both males and females, like truancy for example, which may 
be able to be tackled in the same way across both sexes. The models showed 
quite clearly that once the effects of delinquent peers, alcohol use, sex and 
age had been accounted for, other factors previously shown to be strong 
predictors, like the psychological presence of parents, were sidelined by these 
more powerful indicators. 
On the whole, from this analysis, violence could be seen to have been 
influenced by multiple risk factors, focusing around various (sometimes 
overlapping) theoretical positions, not any one in particular. This is 
summarised in table 6.1, below. 
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Table 6.1. Validated risk factors entered into, and emergent from the 
models alongside theoretical positions highlighting these factors 
Tneoretical Variables entered into models as Variables confirmed by Perspective predictors of violence final models as key 
predictors of violence Control 0 Parental supervision 0 Truancy 
" Truancy (commitment to school) 0 Ex-/Partner in trouble 
" Ex-/Partners in trouble with police with the police 
-0 
Use of leisure time 
Strain/Anomie/Social 0 Truancy (conformity to school 0 Truancy 
_Disorganisation 
values) 
Differential Association 0 Delinquent associations 0 Delinquent associations 
0 Spending time in groups 
Class based 0 Housing situation 
Spending time in groups 
Farrington* 0 Alcohol (intoxication) 0 Alcohol (intoxication) 
0 Delinquent associations 0 Delinquent associations 
0 Truancy 0 Truancy 
Research Findings 0 Sex 0 Sex (being male) 
0 Age 0 Age 
0 Victimisation 0 Weapons carrying 
0 Weapons carrying 
*Also refers to social learning and control theories of delinquency and offending. 
Influenced by Johnson, R. (1979: 139). 
Of all the theoretical positions listed in table 6.1 (above) Farrington's theory 
appears to account for the greatest number of variables emerging from the 
violence models, taking on board the risks of offending associated with factors 
like (but not confined to) alcohol use, delinquent associations, and skipping 
school. 
In terms of their explanation of other offences, models explaining violent 
offending were found to go some way towards explaining more general non- 
violent offending. Therefore working on continuing to reduce youth offending 
in general may also go some way towards reducing public forms of youthful 
violence (some of these measures might be situational, others might focus on 
prevention of offending in the form of family, school and youth services 
support). 
This cross sectional quantitative data did not allow for causal 'linkage to be 
derived and as such can only tell us about significantly associated factors in a 
statistical sense. Despite this, the data has shown that many theories that 
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explain delinquency also explain youth violence in terms of key risk factors, 
but it is still unclear as to how these factors may affect youth violence. Indeed 
some of these factors might be acting on an intervening level (see Box, 1981) 
between actual causes (if any) and violence. 
Some quite definite conclusions can be drawn from the onset results however, 
which show that on average, violent offences appeared to begin at around the 
same age as other delinquency related offences, except 'hard' and 'soft' drug 
use which appeared to begin a few years later than violence in both males 
and females. 
Further, as can be seen from the results on table 4.34, involvement in 
violence was not a highly specialised act. Those young people involved in 
violence were also involved in a range of delinquent and criminal activities. An 
implication of this is, as Farrington (in Maguire et al., 1994) notes: 
"[a]n important implication of the generally low degree of 
specialisation by offenders is that it will be difficult to prevent a 
particular type of offending by targeting a particular type of offender. 
For example, special incapacitative, individually deterrent, or 
rehabilitative sentences applied to persons convicted of violence will 
not necessarily have a disproportionate effect in reducing violent 
crimes, because frequent offenders currently convicted of non- 
violent crimes will be as likely to commit violent crimes in the future 
as persons currently convicted of violent crimes" (Farrington, in 
Maguire et al., eds., 1994: 565). 
As gathered from the previous discussion, It is insufficient to say from this 
data that one factor or theory fully explains violent offending by all young 
people, as this analysis shows this not to be the case. Despite this, there is 
the distinct possibility that the 'incompatible' theories, as Hirschi (1969: 225) 
puts it, are more integrative than previously thought. Indeed, Hagan and 
McCarthy (1998), formed linkages between the competing aetiologies of crime 
and delinquency, by connecting strain with control theory which was then 
connected to differential association in a series of feedback loops, whilst also 
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paying attention to other possible corollaries like social capital and 'criminal 
capita lv89. 
In their study of homeless youth, Hagan and McCarthy (1998) found that after 
pinpointing age and family characteristics linked to both strain and control 
theory as associates of taking to the streets, and after accounting for the 
effects of other factors, the same background factors were found to account 
for criminal behaviour both on the streets and in schools. Life for the young 
people in their study was characterised as violent, individualised, and an 
ongoing battle for money, food and a place to sleep. For them, criminal 
'embeddedness' through networks of information and tutelage, was more 
important in the amplification of crime than were any effects relating directly to 
strain or control variables, thus lifting the findings away from more 
conventional biographies of crime and appearing to be moving beyond this. 
Maybe this is the way to integrate the theoretical positions. Certainly, 
regarding this data, the variables presented in table 6.1, particularly in relation 
to factors like truancy show that multiple theories around experiences of the 
school, in terms of possible strain, commitment to school, middle-class values 
(the middle-class measuring rod), and associations (differential association) 
with other people within the school environment, may all have an important 
impact on the lifestyles and life trajectories of young people living in a time of 
'late' (Callinicos, 1989) or'high(Giddens, 1991) modernity. 
This study demonstrates the complexities of studying risk factors associated 
with violence. It is unclear whether some factors act on a symptomatic, causal 
or intervening level in relation to violence. For example, let us return to the 
issue of truancy. Could this be an outcome of 'expressive alienation' 
(symptomatic), or could truancy be contributing towards violence through 
creating the conditions to be involved in crime (causal), or intervening 
between other factors, like 'masculinity' (maintaining a 'tough guy' image by 
not attending school) and violence (intervening)? 
89 This is a complex model of causality, which might have alternative explanations. Psychology might 
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What has also become clear during the course of this research is that not all 
violence is the same. Some violence may be caused by some things and in 
other instances it may be caused by different things. They are only similar in 
terms of the physical effects of people's actions (the violent action). Agnew 
(1985) brings much of it down to anger, which he found to significantly 
increase the likelihood of delinquency, even after controlling for measures 
reflecting social control and social learning theories, in addition to the 
influence of a lack of legitimate coping strategies being available to the 
individual (see also Broidy, 2001). 
This study found that much violence took place in the company of others, 
whilst relatively little occurred when people reported being alone. Multiple 
violent offending was only found to be a common occurrence regarding 
fighting. For most of the other violent offence types perpetration took place 
only once or twice during the twelve month reporting period. 
Truancy, peer group, victimisation and alcohol consumption factors all 
appeared to bear some relationship with violence, and it may be suggested 
that by tackling these risk factors and instilling a sense of confidence in 
individuals to use words rather than violence as a way of expressing oneself, 
negotiating with others, and to have a say, we may help deal with youthful 
violence. As part of this education we must also try to avoid leaving young 
people without any understanding of the consequences of violence, and to 
understand the effects of emotional bullying of others . 
Possible prevention measures 
In terms of possible prevention measures, school programmes integrating 
parent and teacher training, with skills training for children, have been found 
to reduce the likelihoods of delinquency, violence, and alcohol abuse over 
time through increasing their attachments to their parents and to their schools 
(Hawkins et al, 1991). Pre-school programmes aiming to increase the thinking 
see causes within individual personality factors (e. g. predisposing some 
individuals to heavy drinking). 
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and reasoning abilities of children, such as the Perry project may also 
significantly contribute a reduction in offending (see also Goldblatt & Lewis, 
1998, eds.: 12). 
Regarding peer related risk factors found to increase the odds of violence in 
this study (chapter 5), peer programmes placing young people within groups 
of non-delinquent or prosocial young people may also yield positive benefits in 
the reduction of offending (Feldman et al, 1983), alongside tutoring, 
mentoring, and family counselling services (see also Harrell et al, 1999). It is 
worth noting, however, that Graham (1998) (in Goldblatt and Lewis, 1998, 
eds.: 16) regards individual and peer group counselling as potentially 
counterproductive measures. 
Skills programmes are another possible method of reducing youth violence, 
where people are provided with social skills training, assertiveness and 
negotiation skills training, in order to help them to take the time to think before 
acting, to look at how their behaviour affects others, and to consider different 
ways of dealing with situations to help theim avoid involvement in crimes. 
Ultimately, a multiple prevention approach (as opposed to single components) 
may be the most effective in dealing with offending, as Graham (1998) notes: 
[I]t is now accepted that, to be effective, prevention programmes 
need to comprise a range of complementary measures which target 
multiple risk factors within the primary domains of a child's life (the 
family, the school, the peer group and the local neighbourhood), 
preferably at different developmental stages (early childhood, 
primary school, adolescence)". Graham (1998), in Goldblatt and 
Lewis, 1998, eds.: 16). 
Thus, measures of the kinds listed above might offer a source of preventing 
young people from living in a context where alienation and boredom is 
frequent and where staying out on the streets hanging around doing nothing is 
seen as okay, 'manly ', 'hard' or 'tough', which also links in with the culture of 
masculinities theses, and possibly in relation to social exclusion more 
generally. In addition to the programmes discussed above, this may also be 
dealt with by Parenting Orders, and by Child Safety Orders, and the extension 
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of support services provided by Youth Justice Teams or even Crime and 
Disorder Partnerships9o, following the 1998 Crime and Disorder Act. 
Many violent offenders have also been victims of violence (possibly within the 
same temporal zone, like as part of a fight) which would add weight to the 
'violence begets violence' thesis as discussed in the literature review. It is 
therefore necessary to further understand the contexts (including situational 
and primary factors) in which people commit acts of violence. 
Given the results in relation to violent victimisation it may be that some young 
people do not necessarily willingly engage in acts of violence and may be 
engaging in violence in reaction to previous acts of violence by others. This 
needs to be taken into account when trying to deal with the problem of 
youthful violence. It may be possible that a simple, and relatively 
straightforward way of getting away from violence both in terms of 
perpetration and victimisation may be to change the fields where this occurred 
most. This may be effectively achieved through continued situational crime 
prevention measures, like improved street lighting, for example. In relation to 
primary crime prevention, Pease (in Maguire et al., 1994), notes that much 
research and evaluation "has relatively neglected crimes of violence, except in 
so far as this is attempted through the protection of place, as in lighting 
studies" (1994: 689)91. 
90 Youth Justice Services, as noted in section 38 of the 1998 Crime and Disorder Act, include: (a) the 
provision of persons to act as appropriate adults to safeguard the interests of children and young 
persons in police detention; (b) the assessment of children and young persons who are given a final 
warning under s. 66 of the act; (c) the provision of support for children and young persons remanded or 
committed on bail while awaiting trial or sentence; (d) the placement of children and young persons 
under the age of 17 remanded to local authority accommodation while awaiting trial or sentence under 
s. 23 of the 1969 children and Young Persons Act; (e) the provision of reports relating to bail decisions 
and social enquiry reports or other information required by courts in criminal proceedings against 
children or young persons; (f) the provision of 'responsible officers'to supervise parenting orders under 
s. 8, child safety orders under s. 11, reparation orders under s. 67, and action plan orders under s. 69; (g) 
the supervision of children and young persons sentenced to a probation order, a community service 
order or a combination order; (h) the supervision of children and young persons sentenced to a 
detention and training order under s. 73 or a supervision order under s. 71; (1) the post-release 
supervision of children and young persons under s-37(4A) or 65 of the 1991 Criminal Justice Act or 
s. 37 of the 1997 Crime (Sentences) Act; and 0), the provision of secure accommodation for the 
purpose of detention and training orders under s. 75 of the Act. (Leng et a], 1998: 69-70). 
91 Pease (1994) went on to put forward three possible reasons why this may have been the case: " 1. 
People move, places don't. Victims of violence cannot be protected across places with any ease. 2. The 
expenditure of crime prevention energy has been moulded by the individual and corporate victims. 
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As a cautionary note, we do have to be mindful of potentially tarring all young 
people with the same brush and, for example, treating all truants as potential 
violent offenders in such a way as to stigmatise them further and potentially 
see them enter a secondary deviation spiral. We do, however, need to identify 
instances where there may be an increased likelihood of violence, and 
preventing persons or situations from reaching a stage where violence is the 
most likely occurrence possible. Educating people on how to channel their 
anger may be a way to help deal with this. This is already done through 
boxing, sports and other activities (with sometimes limited effect - see 
Graham 1998, in Goldblatt and Lewis 1988, eds., for further details), but 
effective anger management and good mentoring of young people may most 
effectively help those people who are entering the stage where they are 
concerned about violence, and also avoidance strategies (as part of skills 
training) may be useful to help people avoid getting drawn into situations 
where trouble could occur. Ultimately, young people need to be given a strong 
sense of self-worth, and self-confidence and this may do more than anything 
else to prevent people from entering into youth related violence. 
In relation to masculinity, it is true that males commit significantly more 
violence than females, and that it may be due to the transmission of 
masculine values to be 'hard' and tough, overriding other values like 
fellowship and grace. The perceived crisis of masculinity may not be making 
matters better in terms of alienation and disaffection. 
Living in a Risk Society 
Beck's (1992) groundbreaking work, Risk Society, provides a convincing 
discussion of changes taking place during the last two decades and their 
effect on individuals within 'Western' societies. He argues that industrial 
Although violent crimes are acknowledged as more serious than crimes against property, economic 
interests and pressure on the police do shape crime prevention effort (Harvey et al. 1988). 3. Much 
violence occurs between intimates (Smith 1989, Stanko 1990). Crime prevention has typically been 
characterised as protecting victims against external dangers (Hope and Shaw 1988). If primary crime 
prevention is to assume greater generality, it must research more fully into crimes of violence and 
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society is in the process of being replaced by a new form of modernity, where 
the scientific weltanschauung is being challenged, where rationality and 
certainty are being replaced by danger and risk. These risks, including those 
brought about by technological (like nuclear threats) and environmental (such 
as global warming) changes, have to be negotiated by individuals in their day 
to day lives. Thus, as Furlong and Cartmel (1997) posit, 11people are 
progressively freed from the social networks and constraints of the old order 
and forced to negotiate a new set of hazards which impinge on all aspects of 
their day to day lives" (1997: 3). Beck (1992: 35), in referring to poverty, 
argues that these risks are not equally distributed across society, and that 
structures of inequality remain deeply rooted. 
In the past, models of youth transitions and social reproduction have been 
illustrated using the analogy of the train journey (Furlong and Cartmel, 1997: 
6), whereby young people, whilst at school, join trains heading for different 
destinations, which are affected by social class, gender and educational 
attainment. Some people may join the same trains and as a result may form a 
bond with each other (a collective consciousness). Some people may feel 
comfortable with their situations, whilst others who are less satisfied may try 
to influence a change in the journey through some sort of collective action. 
For Furlong and Cartmel (1997), the railway analogy has run its course, to be 
replaced by car journeys. In opposition to the railway analogy, car drivers are 
now able to choose their own routes, constantly being challenged with an 
array of choices as they progress from origin to destination. The problem with 
this state of affairs is that since people are negotiating (or think they are) their 
own way through life, they may develop the belief that it is their individual 
skills and decisions which are fundamental to any outcomes. Instead, 
"what many of these car drivers fail to realise is that the type of car 
which they have been allocated at the start of the journey is the 
most significant predictor of the ultimate outcome. Those with 
inferior cars can find themselves spending significant periods off the 
road, while those driving high performance vehicles are able to take 
advantage of stretches of open road" (Furlong & Cartmel, 1997: 7). 
crimes between intimates ... 
One way of moving in this direction involves the closer integration of 
victim support and conventional crime prevention" (Pease, in Maguire et al., eds., 
1994: 689). 
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The Risk Society has effects on many aspects of young people's lives, most 
notably for this study, in relation to the transition to adulthood. Thus, in 
reconsidering conceptions of 'youth' (an aim of this study), as the transition 
from school to work has become elongated, young people remain in a state of 
semi-dependency for much longer than in the past. Changes in these 
transitions alongside changes in domestic and housing transitions have led to 
a weakening of family ties, whilst other influences such as peer groups (a key 
factor in this study) and the media have become stronger (Furlong and 
Cartmel, 1997). In referring this back to its possible effects on crime, "if it is 
true that young people grow out of crime, then many will fail to do so, at least 
by their mid-twenties, simply because they have not been able to grow up, let 
alone grow out of crime" (Graham & Bowling, 1995: 56). 
Being placed within a context of being forced into a greater dependency on 
their families, Furlong and Cartmel (1997), amongst others, argue that young 
people may become involved in crime as a way to gain access to consumer 
culture or simply as part of an excitement desire 92 . Thus, it may be quite 
possible that, 
"With a lack of commitments, risk-taking and experimentation are 
considered to be a normal part of adolescent development. Indeed, 
it has been argued that risk-taking and the search for adventure 
help adolescents achieve independence, identity and maturity". 
(Furlong and Cartmel, 1997: 83). 
In a world where young people are seen as increasingly getting older 
younger, where risks are everywhere and unequally distributed, and where 
they are expected to behave in certain ways without any agency or citizenship 
rights it may not be surprising that some young people will act out in such a 
violent way and this may well grow out of the individual over time through 
taking up adult responsibilities and not existing in the contexts they used to 
where violence may have been quite likely to occur. Ultimately, violence must 
92 Something explicitly put forward by Farrington (1996). 
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be viewed as an illegitimate activity generally to also help deal with instances 
of child, spouse, and animal abuse. 
Avenues for future research 
The problem with this study is that it does not address any specific forms of 
violence committed by people, other than youth related violence, like domestic 
violence or violence against animals for example, though the study does show 
that there might be a link between violence against persons and against 
objects (like vandalism, for example), thus illuminating the potential 
destructive element to violent offenders actions. Therefore many avenues for 
further research could stem from a study of other forms of violence not 
covered as part of the original study, particularly incorporating ethnographic 
approaches to discover more about the context of violence, which if possible 
should be followed from childhood through to adulthood, to track how people 
desist from violent offending and to see whether as violence decreases other 
offences come into play (a displacement effect into other forms of offending). 
In order to investigate the effects of victimisation on offending, it might prove 
useful to include offending items within victimisation questionnaires (like the 
BCS), though there are ethical considerations in doing this as respondents 
would need to be made aware that the study now included offending as well 
as victimisation questions. 
In relation to testing hypotheses relating to masculinity, further research could 
be conducted using interpretive methods to inform questions pertaining to 
cultures of masculinities and how these might change throughout the life 
course, in addition to looking more extensively at gendered aspects of 
independent variables. 
Regarding the Risk Society, qualitative interviews could be utilised as a way 
of finding out how young people deal with life in the period of 'late' or 'high' 
modernity, including the coping mechanisms they adopt (also allowing strain, 
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as posited by Agnew, 1985 to be tested further), and investigating the 
linkages between social capital and offending. 
Hard drug use was not found to be related to violent offending, but was 
affected largely by the presence of very small numbers of users. Any further 
study would need to draw upon larger samples in order to test any possible 
effects more reliably. It would also be productive to create offending models 
from the most recent YLS sweep's data, to compare against the models 
presented within this study, whilst also paying attention to the possible effects 
of differing research instruments. 
In terms of further statistical analyses, it is also worth considering the use of 
'adverse factors' analysis (as used by Riley and Shaw, 1985), homogeneity 
(HOMALS) analysis, and Geographical Information Systems (GIS) to further 
understand the relationship between background factors. GIS 'hotspotting' 
has been used to help in the use of policing resources, but may also allow us 
to see geographical linkages between social deprivation, offending, 
victimisation and possible situational measures, and to test the idea put 
forward by Furlong and Cartmel (1997) that in the era of high modernity, "the 
fear of crime, the chances of becoming a victim of crime and the risks of 
apprehension for involvement in crime continue to reflect social geographies" 
(1997: 94). 
In concluding, it is worth remembering that we live on one planet, which 
cannot be subdivided and nor should it be. People have to try to look after one 
another in the aim of advancing the conditions of all humans for the future. 
We are one people, of one blood, and we need to treat each other as such. If 
we can show disaffected young people that they have a chance, that hope is 
present, that the adult world still cares about them, and that violence is not the 
only way to achieve results, maybe we can introduce them to ways of living 
which neither harm others (or themselves) emotionally or physically. 
'7 believe that unarmed truth and unconditional love will have the final word in 
reality" (Martin Luther King, Jr 1929-68) 
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Appendix 1 
Complete list of offences used in the Youth Lifestyles Survey. 
(Note: the wording is the same as that used in the questionnaire itself) 
As part of the questionnaire, respondents were asked to report whether they had engaged in the any of the following activities: 
Which of these have you done? 
1. Travelled on a bus, train or underground without paying your fare. 2. Driven a car, motorcycle or moped on a public road without a license 
and/or insurance? 
3. Driven a car, motorcycle or moped knowing you had drunk more than 
the legal alcohol limit? 
4. Driven a car, motorcycle or moped when you were disqualified from 
driving by a court? 
5. Had an accident when driving a car, motorcycle or moped, without 
stopping to see what happened or reporting it to the police? 
6. Driven a car, motorcycle or moped in a dangerous or reckless manner? 
7. Damaged or destroyed, on purpose or recklessly, something belonging 
to somebody else (for example, telephone box, bus shelter, car, 
window of a house etc. )? 
8. Written or sprayed graffiti on walls, buses, train seats, shelters etc.? 
9. Stolen money from a gas or electricity meter, public telephone, vending 
machine, video game or fruit machine? 
10. Stolen anything from a shop, supermarket or department store? 
11. Stolen anything in school worth more than EV 
12. Stolen anything from your home or the place where you live worth 
more than E5? 
13. Stolen anything from the place where you work worth more than E5? 
14. Taken away a bicycle without the owner's permission? 
15. Taken away a motorcycle or moped without the owner's permission? 
16. Taken away a car without the owner's permission? 
17. Stolen anything out of or from a car? 
18. Pickpocketed anything from anybody? 
19. Snatched from a person a purse, bag or something else? 
20. Sneaked or broken into a private garden, a house or a building 
intending to steal something (not meaning ruined or abandoned 
buildings)? 
21. Stolen anything worth more that E5, not mentioned already (for 
example from a hospital, youth club, sports centre, pub, building site 
etc. )? 
22. Bought, sold or held onto something you knew or believed at the time 
had been stolen? 
23. Sold a cheque book, credit card, cash point card (ATM card) belonging 
to you or someone else so that they could get money from a bank 
account? 
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24. Used a cheque book, credit card, cash point card (ATM card) which 
you knew or believed at the time had been stolen to get money from a bank account? 
25. Claimed on an insurance policy, an expenses form, a tax return or a 
social security benefit form that you knew to be incorrect in order to 
make money? 
26. Carried a weapon (such as a knife or stick) to use to defend yourself or 
to attack other people? 
27. Threatened somebody with a weapon or with beating them up, in order 
to get money or other valuables from them? 
28. Threatened somebody for any other reason? 
29. Participated in fighting or disorder in a group in a public place (for 
example, football ground, railway station, music festival, riot, 
demonstration, or just in the streets)? 
30. Set fire on purpose or recklessly to something not belonging to you. It 
might be to paper or furniture, to a barn, a car, a forest, a basement, a 
building or something else? 
31. Beaten up someone not belonging to your immediate family, to such an 
extent that you think or know that medical help or a doctor was 
needed? 
32. Beaten up someone belonging to your immediate family, to such an 
extent that you think or know that medical help or a doctor was 
needed? 
33. Hurt someone with a knife, stick or other weapon? 
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Appendix 2 
Background factors and offending. The odds of violent offending 
Odds ratios were only obtained from dichotomous variables producing a 2X2 
contingency table. 
*P<0.05. No asterisk indicates non-significant association at fivepercent level. - indicates unable to calculate 
Background Factor Females Males 
Odds Sig. Odds Sig. 
Age category (categorical) 
SES (categorical) 
Ethnic group (categorical) 
Education or employment status (categorical) 
ACORN category (High crime v not) 1.360 1.329 
Sex (Male v Female) 
Religious (No v Yes) 8.329 0.594 
Actively religious (No v Yes) 1.391 0.104 
Age left school (:! ýl 6v >1 6) 0.968 _ 2.353 
At secondary school (Yes v No) 1.166 1.912 
Liked school (Not V Liked a lot) 1.646 4.117 
Self-rated standard of school work (Not above average v 
Above average) 
1.147 4.849 
Age at first drink (Before 13 v Not before) 1.122 1.961 
Friends in trouble with the police (Yes v No) 2.251 8.619 
Neighbours; in trouble with the police (Yes v No) 1.903 1.166 
Reasons for not offending (Crime is wrong v Other/no 
reason) 
0.292 0.039 
Parents in trouble with the police (Yes v No) 1.471 2.227 
Victim of offending (Yes v No) 2.979 2.266 
Truanted from school (Yes v No) 1.740 5.701 
Temporarily excluded from school (Yes v No) 3.540 4.584 
Permanently excluded from school (Yes v No) 3.963 9.443 
Permanently or temporarily excluded (Yes v No) 3.047 4.951 
Completed full-time education (Yes n No) 0.627 1.453 
Trouble reading English (Yes v No) 1.556 1.672 
Unemployed (Yes v No) 1.994 0.914 
In full-time work (Yes v No) 0.405 1.347 
Income less than El 0 per week (Yes v No) 0.446 0.630 
Income less than F-30 per week (Yes v No) 1.830 0.675 
Debt more then El 00 (Yes v No) 0.690 0.531 
Goes without essentialsý: "' (Yes v No) 0.377 1.361 
Dependent on parents for money (Yes v No) 0.633 0.902 
Bank account holder (Yes v No) 0.478 0.375 
Has a father 
V4 (Yes v No) 0.372 0.538 
9' If the respondent indicated that they have to go without any of the following 
because they cannot 
afford them: Food for self, food for family, clothes for self, clothes 
for family, a place to live. 
94 or someone they considered to be their father for respondents 
below 16. Respondents aged 16 and 
over, were asked whether they had a father or someone they considered to 
be their father at age 15. 
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Background Factor Females Males 
_Good 
relationship with father (No v Yes) 
- - - - - 
Odds 
0.405 
Sig. Odds 
1.229 
Sig. 
_Ea 
s :: aL m 7o t hýe r '( YesvNo 0.985 1.032 
- Good relationship with mother (No v Yes) 0.389 2.247 
Parents always know where you aretpo (Yes v No) 0.446 0.458 
Parents rarely know where you are (Yes v No) 1.257 2.915 
Parents always know who witW' (Yes v No) 0.969 0.864 
Parents rarely know who with (Yes v No) 0.963 5.022 
Parental supervision" (Low/Medium v High) 1.456 1.948 
Ever runaway from home (Yes v No) 3.383 2.005 
Brother ever in trouble with police (Yes v No) 2.396 2.481 
Sister ever in trouble with police (Yes v No) 4.621 2.852 
Father ever in trouble with police (Yes_v No) 1.976 2.852 
Mother ever in trouble with police (Yes v No) 4.621 
Number of siblings (2+ v less) 1.177 0.699 
Siblings ever in trouble with police (Yes v No) 2.216 2.649 
Often eats meal with family 0.755 0.618 
Often has family gatherings - 1.511 
Often spends time with mother 0.611 1.138 
Often spends time with father 0.965 2.781 
Often spends time with siblings 1.913 2.815 
Married (Yes v No) - '0.918 
Has a live in partner - 2.293 
In a long term relationship (Yes v No) 1.853 2.193 
In a lasting relationship (Yes v No) 0.268 1.712 
Ever been in a relationship (Yes v No) 0.473 8.097 
Often spends time with partner (Yes v No) 0.357 1.386 
Having children (Yes v No) 0.358 2.514 
Stays in to look after children" (Yes v No) - 3.246 
Babysits for friends or relatives (Yes v No) 1.880 0.772 
Boyfriend/girlfriend/partner in trouble with police (Yes v No) 0.887 3.256 
Partner or ex-partner in trouble with police (Yes v No) 3.972 5.146 
Housing tenure (Owned v Not owned) 0.514 0.403 
Length in current residence (2 years or less v More) 1.384 0.432 
Living with parents (Yes v No) 5.554 1.011 
Family structure (Categorical) - - 
Family size (Categorical) - - 
Dependent on parents for home (Yes v No) 2.581 0.810 
Wishes to move away from parents (Yes v No) 6.055 0.488 
Leaves house to be alone (Yes v No) 4.934 1.707 
95 or someone they considered to be their mother for respondents below 16. Respondents aged 16 and 
over, were asked whether they had a mother or someone they considered to 
be their mother at age 15. 
96 How often their parents knew where they were going when they went out in the evenings. 
97 How often their parents knew who they were going out with when they went out 
in the evenings. 
9' If a respondent reported that their parents knew where they were and who they were with when 
they 
went out were coded as high supervision, otherwise they were coded as medium or 
low supervision. 
99 Where a respondent has reported that they spend every 
day looking after the children they are coded 
as stays in with children. 
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Background -Fictor Fema les Mal es 
Odds Sigs Odds Sig. Goes to )ublic space to be alone (Yes v No) G 2.071 1.874 oes to public space or pub to be alone (Yes v No) 1.955 1.690 
Independent living spaceý(No v Yes) Number of close friends (One or two v more) Often spends time with one friend (Yes v No) Often spends time with mixed sex group (Yes v No) 
Often spends time w ith single sex group (Yes v No) 
- 
0.970 
2.103 
3.354 
3.292 
1.104 
1.905 
1.754 
0.977 
1.064 
Often spends time alone (Yes v No) 0.838 0.650 
Peer related multiple risk factor"' (Yes v No) 6.176 11.017 
Contact with delinquent peers (Yes v No) 3.197 3.392 
Constructive use of leisure time"-' 0.723 0.536 
Has fun (Yes v No) 0.821 1.606 
Goes to amusement arcade"' (Yes v No) 1.392 2.557 
Leisure facilities in area (Too few v Not too few) 2.289 1.322 
Use of leisure facilities (Great deal v Less often) 1.507 0.546 
Free time status'02'(Liftle or no free time v More) 0.588 0.208 
Has much free fime'u' (Yes v No) 1.294 1.979 
Often finding oneself bored (Yes v No) 3.523 3.192 
Hung about in public past month (Yes v No) 2.319 5.161 
Hung about last Saturday (Yes v No) - _ 4.148 
Ever drunk alcohol (Yes v No) 4.822 
Drunk alcohol last year (Yes v No) - 2.283 
Age at first alcoholic drink (: ýl 5v >1 5) 2.635 3.765 
Level of alcohol consumption in past week"' (Heavy v Not) 4.340 0.667 
Drinks with friends (Yes v No) 1.440 0.955 
Drinks in pubs (Yes v No) 1.214 0.964 
Drinking Friday nights (Yes v No) 0.770 1.536 
Drinking Saturday nights (Yes v No) 1.872 1.040 
Respondent ever been very drunk (Yes v No) 1.986 4.442 
Respondent often been very drunk-'u' (Yes v No) 3.708 1.967 
Smoke cigarettes (Yes v No) 2.081 2.415 
Cannabis use, ever (Yes v No) 4.659 0.982 
Cannabis use, last year (Yes v No) 3.580 1.347 
100 if the respondent does not live at home, does not have to leave the house to get their own space and 
has not hung out in public in the last month they are coded as having an independent living space. 
'01 A respondent is coded as 'yes' for this variable where they reported spending time with friends and 
has friends in trouble with the police and spends time out in public. 
'0' A respondent was coded as making constructive use of their leisure time if, on the Saturday prior to 
interview, they: went to a religious service, a political meeting, did community work, played a sports 
activity, went to a youth club, read a book, played a musical instrument, worked in the garden, used a 
computer, worked, or studied. 
"" The variable 'amuse' is coded 'yes' if the respondent visited an amusement arcade during the month 
prior to interview. 
104 Those who reported having two hours or less to themselves on a typical day were defined as having 
little or no free time to themselves. 
1'5 Those who say they have at least six hours to themselves each day are coded as having much time. 
"' Respondents drinking more than 25 units of alcohol for females and 35 for males in the past week 
were coded as heavy drinkers. 
"' Frequency of being very drunk last year, where the response categories were 'not or once only' and 
'at least twice'. 
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Background Factor Females Mates 
Odds Sig. Odds I Sig. 
Otherdru use""', ever (Yes v No) 5.473 2.323 
Other drug use, last year (Yes v No) 1.812 2.896 
Stopped by police in the past year (Yes v No) _ 3.294 4.379 
Searched by police in the past year (Yes v No) 4.743 7.831 
Get along badly with the police (Yes v No) 13.792 5.050 Views on police conduct'uý' (Very often break rules v Not) 5.800 5.235 
House damage victim"u (Yes v No) 1.958 1.800 
Theft victim (Yes v No) 0.497 0.887 
Victim of violence in the past year (Yes v No) 7.467 5.056 
Victim of threats in the past year (Yes v No) 4.366 2.237 
Most likely reason for not shopliftin '"' (Wrong v Other) 0.423 0.213 
Most likely reason for not using violence'" ( Wong v Other) 0.544 0.149 
Consider themselves an adult (Yes v No) 0.112 0.525 
Pays their own housing costs'" (Yes v No) 0.123 1.019 
Pays own bills (Yes v No) 0.355 0.579 
Pays for their own food (Yes v No) 0.303 0.989 
Pays for own clothes (Yes v No) 0.952 1.073 
Pays for own travel (Yes v No) 0.495 0.926_ 
Pays for own entertainment (Yes v No) 2.684 0.599 
Pays for all listed items"' (Yes v No) - 0.526 
Economically independent from parents (Yes v No) 0.360 0.879 
Takes responsibility for own chores (Yes v No) 0.313 0.678 
Turned to by others for help or advice (Yes v No) - 0.618 
Easily contactable in emergencies (Yes v No) 0.057 0.545 
Responsibility for others" (Yes v No) 0.222 0.744 
Carried a weapon in the past year (Yes v No) 4.717 11.165 
Age of majority (No v Yes) 3.197 1.810 
Reached 161n birthday (No v Yes) 1.561 1.975 
Age dichotomised (ý! 20 years v <20 years) 0.209 0.565 
Core sample. Weighted data. 'FJ<U. Ub. No asterIsK indicates non-signiTIcant association at 
five percent level. - indicates unable to calculate. Some odds are marginally different from that 
expected, due to the effects of weighting. 
108 Other drugs included: heroin, methadone, cocaine, crack, ecstasy/MDMA, acid/LSD, tranquillisers, 
amphetamines, temazepam, angel dust, magic mushrooms, others - like glue or gas aerosols. 
'09 Respondents were asked how often, if at all, they thought that the police broke the rules. This 
dichotomised variable categorised responses as either 'very often break rules' or 'not very often'. 
110 Respondents were asked whether, in the last 12 months, anyone did any damage to their house or 
flat or anything outside that belonged to someone in their household. 
111 Respondents were told "sometimes people see the chance to take money or an expensive object 
from a shop or office. If you yourself were ever tempted to take something which one of these things 
would be most likely to stop you from doing it? ". The 'feeling that it wrong', was one of the response 
categories. 
112 Respondents were told "sometimes people get very angry with each other and feel like hitting them 
or using some other form of violence. If you yourself felt like hitting someone, which one of these 
things would be most likely to stop you from doing it? ". The 'feeling that it wrong', was one of the 
response categories. 
"' Respondents were asked whether they personally paid any rent or mortgage. 
114 If a respondent reported paying for own accommodation, 
bills, food, clothes, travel, and 
entertainment, they were coded as paying for all 
listed items themselves. 
'"A respondent is coded as responsible for others if they reported always, usually or sometimes: 
making meals for other people, cleaning the 
house, looking after elderly relatives, painting/decorating, 
or making repairs around the house. 
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Appendix 3. 
A descriptive discussion of each of the models in turn, by sex 
Modelling Offending 
This discussion covers each model, describing how the effect of individual 
factors altered once additional factors were added to the models. This section 
describes the effects on both violent offenders and offenders more generally 
('overall offenders'), to allow for the identification of any differences of effects 
of variables in the violent and overall offending models. Male models are 
presented together first, followed by female models. 
Modelling Offending - Males 
Model 1: Testing the effect of age and sibling effects (siblings in trouble 
with the police) on violent and overall offending 
The first violent offending model for males (labelled as model 1, in table 5.5 - 
reprinted on page 329, ahead) shows that respondents in the youngest age 
band, and respondents who reported having siblings in trouble with the police 
experienced a significantly increased odds of committing violence during the 
twelve month reporting period. 
After accounting for the effect of siblings in trouble, 14-17 year olds 
experienced an increased odds of violence three times greater than those in 
the oldest age group (22-25 years). Once the effects of age were held 
constant, having siblings in trouble with the police increased the odds of 
violence by approximately three and a half times over those respondents who 
did not have siblings in trouble with the police. 
The first general offending model (labelled as model 1, in table 5.6 - reprinted 
on page 330, ahead) shows that respondents in the youngest age band 
experienced a significantly decreased odds of committing a non-violent overall 
offence during the twelve month reporting period. Respondents aged 14 to 17 
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years had an offending odds of a approximately half of those in the highest 
age band (22 to 25 years). 
Interestingly, there does appear to be a differential age effect on violent and 
overall non-violent offending. Being aged 14 to 17 years increases the odds of 
violence, but decreases the odds of committing a non-violent offence. 
Model 2: Testing the effect of age, sibling (siblings in trouble with the 
police), supervision and attachment effects on violent and overall 
offending 
The second multinomial models additionally tested for the effects of parental 
supervision, being in a long term relationship (a long term attachment), and 
truancy (attachment to school) on offending 
The second violent offending model for males (labelled as model 2, in table 
5-5) shows that in addition to age, and siblings in trouble with the police, 
respondents who reported truanting experienced a significantly increased 
odds of committing violence during the year prior to interview. 
After accounting for the effects of age, siblings in trouble, parental 
supervision, and relationship status, young people who said that they had 
truanted had an odds of violence perpetration six and a half times greater 
than those who had not truanted. 
Once the effect of the other factors had been accounted for, the effects of age 
on violent offending had become stronger than the previous model, but the 
effect of having siblings in trouble with the police reduced somewhat. The 
effects of these two factors were still statistically significant. 
The second general offending model (labelled as model 2, in table 5.6) shows 
that (in addition to the significant age effect) unlike violent offences, factors 
like low parental supervision, relationship status and truancy all significantly 
increased the odds of committing a non-violent general offence during the last 
year. 
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As well as the age effect, which was still significant and effective to the same 
degree, respondents who reported low to medium parental supervision 
experienced an increased odds of overall (non-violent) offending 
approximately two times greater than those who reported higher levels of 
supervision. Also, being in a long term relationship and truancy increased the 
odds of offending by approximately two times. 
From model 2, the age effect is still apparent in both the violent and overall 
offending models in very much the same way as they were in model 1. 
Further, attachment and supervision factors appear to have a stronger effect 
on overall offending than on violence, where having siblings in trouble with the 
police remained as a significant predictor of violent offending, albeit to a 
lesser degree (as measured by the odds ratios). 
Model 3: Testing the additional effect of housing on violent and overall 
offending 
The third set of multinomial models tested for the additional effects of living in 
unowned accommodation on offending. 
The third violent offending model for males (labelled as model 3, in table 5.5) 
shows that in addition to age and truancy, respondents who said that they did 
not live in a home owned in some form by themselves or their families 
experienced a significantly increased odds of committing violence. In this third 
model, the variable 'siblings in trouble with the police' did not appear as a 
significant predictor, and was thus removed from the model altogether. 
After having accounted for the effects of age, parental supervision, 
relationship status, and truancy, young people who said that they lived in 
rented (or unowned accommodation) had an increased odds of violence 
approximately two times greater than respondents reporting living in owned 
accommodation. 
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Once the effects of the other factors had been accounted for, the effects of 
age on violent offending remained strong, but the effect of truancy had 
reduced slightly. The effects of these two factors were still statistically 
significant. 
The third general offending model (labelled as model 3, in table 5.6) is quite 
similar to the second general offending model (model 2). In addition to the age 
effect, the third model shows that unlike violent offences, factors like parental 
supervision, relationship status and truancy all significantly increased the 
odds of committing a non-violent offence (overall offending) during the last 
year, whereas living in non-owned accommodation did not. 
As well as the age effect, which was still significant and effective to the same 
degree, respondents who reported low to medium parental supervision were 
still experiencing an odds of overall (non-violent) offending twice that of those 
reporting higher levels of supervision. Being in a long term relationship and 
truancy increased the odds of offending by approximately two times, but both 
effects had reduced a little in relation to model 2. 
From model 3, the age effect is still visible in both the violent and overall 
offending models, and in very much the same way as they were in models 1 
and 2. Attachment and supervision factors still appear to have a stronger 
effect on overall offending than on violence, but housing type appears to have 
some significant effects on violent but not overall offending. The question 
remains what might it be about housing type that produces an effect? iMight it 
be something about a person's milieu and circumstances, of which housing is 
simply a part? 
Model 4: Testing the additional effect of peer related factors and 
partners experiences with the police on violent and overall offending 
The fourth set of multinomial models tested for the effects of having peers or 
an ex/partner in trouble with the police and often spending time out amongst a 
single sex group, on offending. 
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The fourth violent offending model for males (model 4, table 5.5) shows that in 
addition to age and truancy, respondents who had friends in trouble with the 
police, respondents who had a partner or ex-partner in trouble with the police, 
and respondents who very often spent time with a single sex group reported 
significantly increased odds of committing violence over the twelve month 
reporting period. In this model, housing type did not emerge as a significant 
predictor, and was removed from subsequent models on this basis. 
After accounting for the effects of age, parental supervision, relationship 
status, and truancy, having peers or a partner/ex-partner in trouble with the 
police increased the odds of violence by a factor of seven. Also, after all of 
these factors had been controlled for, spending time in a single sex group 
increased the odds of male violence by a factor of two. 
Once the effects of the other factors had been accounted for, the effects of 
age reduced very slightly and the effect of truancy continued to decrease. The 
effects of these two factors were still statistically significant, however. 
The fourth general offending model (model 4, table 5.6) is quite similar to the 
second and third general offending models (models 2 and 3). In addition to 
the effects of age, parental supervision, relationship status and truancy, the 
fourth model shows that having peers in trouble with the police and very often 
spending time in a single sex group significantly increased the odds of 
committing a non-violent offence (overall offending) during the last year, 
whereas having a partner or ex-partner in trouble with the police did not. 
In addition to the significant age effect, which was effective to around the 
same degree, low to medium levels of parental supervision appeared to 
increase the odds of overall offending by around one and a half times. This 
shows a reduction in odds from the third model. Likewise, being in a long term 
relationship and truancy had increased the odds of offending by 
approximately two times, but both effects continued to decrease in relation to 
the previous models. 
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In comparison to the violence models, the effect of respondents having peers 
in trouble with the police also increased the odds of overall offending, but to a 
far lesser degree. Conversely, spending time in a group of single sex friends 
produced a greater increase in the odds of offending for overall offenders than 
for violent offenders. 
From model 4, the age effect is still visible in both the violent and overall 
offending models, and in very much the same way as they were in previous 
models. Attachment and supervision factors still appear to have a stronger 
effect on overall offending than on violence, but having a partner or ex-partner 
in trouble with the police has a significant effect on violent but not on overall 
offending. 
Model 5: Testing the effect of violent victimisation on violent and overall 
offending 
The fifth set of multinomial models tested for the effect of violent victimisation 
on offending, both violent and non-violent ('overall offending'). 
The fifth violent offending model for males (model 5, table 5.5) shows that in 
addition to the variables discussed in the fourth model, young people who 
reported violent victimisation during the twelve month period experienced a 
significantly increased odds of violence perpetration during the same time 
frame. In this model, parental supervision did not emerge as a significant 
predictor, and was removed from subsequent models on this basis. 
Once the effects of age, relationship status, truancy, having peers or a 
partner/ex-partner in trouble with the police and often spending time in single 
sex groups were held constant, violent victimisation increased the odds of 
violent offending by approximately two and a half times. 
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After the above factors had been accounted for, the effects of age, spending 
time in a single sex group, and having a partner or ex-partner in trouble with 
the police had reduced in comparison to the fourth violent offending model. 
The effect of truancy and having friends in trouble with the police, on the other 
hand, had produced an increased odds of offending in comparison to the 
fourth violence model. 
The fifth overall offending model (model 5, table 5.6) is quite similar to the 
fourth overall offending model. In addition to the effects of age, relationship 
status, truancy, having friends in trouble with the police and very often 
spending time in a single sex group, the fifth model shows that violent 
victimisation also significantly increased the odds of committing a non-violent 
offence (overall offending) during the last year by a factor of almost two. 
Consistent with the previous overall offending model, having a partner or ex- 
partner in trouble with the police did not significantly change the odds of 
offending. 
In addition to the significant age effect, which was slightly less effective than 
before, respondents who reported truanting still had around the same odds of 
offending as in model four. The odds of offending if in a long-term relationship 
had increased slightly from the fourth model (from 2.11 to 2.13), as had the 
odds of offending if respondents had friends in trouble with the police (from 
2.40 to 2.58). 
Similar to the violence models, the effect of violent victimisation also 
increased the odds of overall offending, but to a lesser degree. Like the fourth 
set of models, spending time in a group of single sex friends still produced a 
greater increase in the odds of offending for overall offenders than for violent 
offenders. This was also the case with living in a long-term relationship. 
From the fifth model, the age effect is still visible in both the violent and overall 
offending models, and in a similar way to earlier models. Attachment factors 
and spending time in a single sex group still appear to have a stronger effect 
on overall offending than on violence, but having a partner or ex-partner 
in 
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trouble with the police still had a strong significant effect on violent but not on 
non-violent offending overall. 
Model 6: Testing the effect of spending time out in public on violent and overall offending 
The sixth set of multinomial models tested for the effect of spending time 
hanging out in public spaces on offending 
The sixth violent offending model for males (model 6, table 5.5) shows that in 
addition to the variables in the fifth model, young people who reported 
hanging around in a public space at least once during the month preceding 
the interview had a significantly increased odds of violence perpetration. 
Once the effects of age, relationship status, truancy, having peers or a 
partner/ex-partner in trouble with the police, often spending time in single sex 
groups, and violent victimisation were held constant, hanging around in public 
increased the odds of violent offending by approximately two and a half times. 
After the above factors had been accounted for, the effects of age, truancy, 
having friends in trouble with the police, and violent victimisation had reduced 
in comparison to the fifth violent offending model. The effects of having a 
partner or ex-partner in trouble with the police, and spending time in a single 
sex group, on the other hand, had produced an increased odds of offending in 
comparison to the fifth violence model. 
The sixth overall offending model (model 6, table 5.6) is quite similar to the 
fourth and fifth overall offending models. Further to the effects of age, 
relationship status, truancy, having friends in trouble with the police, very 
often spending time in a single sex group, and violent victimisation, this model 
shows that hanging around in public did not significantly increase the odds of 
committing a non-violent offence (overall offending) during the last year. 
Consistent with the previous overall offending models, having a partner or ex- 
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partner in trouble with the police did not significantly change the odds of 
overall offending. 
In addition to the significant age effect, which again was weaker than before, 
respondents who reported truanting had marginally lower odds of offending 
than in model five. This was also the case with being in a long-term 
relationship (reduction in odds from 2.13 to 2.09), having peers in trouble with 
the police (reduction from 2.58 to 2.55), and violent victimisation (reduction 
from 1.84 to 1.61). 
Similar to the violence models, the effect of hanging out in public also 
increased the odds of overall offending, but to a lesser degree. Like the fourth 
and fifth sets of models, long-term relationships and spending time in a group 
of single sex friends still produced a greater increase in the odds of offending 
for overall offenders than for violent offenders. 
From the sixth model, the age effect is still visible in both the violent and 
overall offending models, analogous to earlier models. Attachment factors and 
spending time in a single sex group still appear to have a stronger effect on 
overall offending than on violence, but having a partner or ex-partner in 
trouble with the police still appears to have a strong significant effect on 
violent but not on non-violent offending overall. 
Model 7: Testing the effect of getting very drunk on violent and overall 
offending 
The seventh set of multinomial models tested for the effect of getting very 
drunk on at least two occasions during the twelve month reporting period on 
offending. Obviously, getting drunk is a purely subjective perception, but the 
qualifier 'getting very drunk' is used to tap into more serious and problematic 
forms of alcohol use which may be more closely related to violent offending. 
The seventh violent offending model for males (model 7, table 5.5) shows that 
in addition to the variables included in the previous model, respondents who 
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reported getting very drunk at least twice in the previous twelve months had a 
significantly increased odds of violence perpetration. 
Once the effects of age, relationship status, truancy, having peers or a 
partnertex-partner in trouble with the police, often spending time in single sex 
groups, violent victimisation and spending time in public spaces were held 
constant, getting very drunk increased the odds of violent offending by 
approximately two times. 
After the aforementioned factors had been accounted for, the effects of 
truancy, having friends in trouble with the police and violent victimisation had 
reduced in comparison to the sixth violent offending model. The effects of 
age, having a partner or ex-partner in trouble with the police and spending 
time out in public, in contrast, had produced an increased odds of offending in 
comparison to the sixth violence model. 
The seventh overall offending model (model 7, table 5.6) is quite similar to the 
previous overall offending models. Supplemental to the effects of age, 
relationship status, truancy, having friends in trouble with the police, very 
often spending time in a single sex group and violent victimisation, this model 
also shows that hanging around in public did not significantly increase the 
odds of committing an overall (non-violent) offence. This was also the case 
with having a partner or ex-partner in trouble with the police. 
In this model, respondents who reported truancy experienced a lower odds of 
offending than in the previous overall offending model (model 6), reporting a 
reduction in odds from 1.92 to 1.74. This was also the case with long term 
relationships (reduction in odds from 2.09 to 1.95), having peers in trouble 
with the police (reduction from 2.55 to 2.35), spending time in a single-sex 
group (down from 2.58 to 2.19) and violent victimisation (reduction from 1.84 
to 1.61). The age effect was however slightly stronger than before (showing a 
increase from 0.39 to 0.51) q 
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Like the violence models, the effect of getting very drunk also increased the 
odds of overall offending, but interestingly, to a greater degree. Like previous 
models, spending time in a group of single sex friends produced a greater 
increase in the odds of non-violent offending than it did for violent offending. 
This was also still the case with living in a long-term relationship. 
From the seventh model, the age effect is evident in both the violent and 
overall offending models, running in very much the same way as before. 
Attachment factors and spending time in a single sex group still appear to 
have a stronger effect on overall offending than on violence, as does getting 
very drunk. Having a partner or ex-partner in trouble with the police still 
appears to have a strong significant effect on violent offending but not on 
overall offending. 
Final model. Model 8: Testing the effect of carrying a weapon on the 
violent and overall offending models 
The final set of multinomial models tested for the effect of carrying a weapon 
during the twelve month reporting period on offending. Using a weapon was 
included in the dependent violence variable, but carrying a weapon was used 
to test whether those that carry were more likely to use violence than others, 
and whether this variable had any effect on overall offending within a 
multivariate analysis. 
The final violent offending model for males (model 8, table 5.5) shows that in 
addition to the variables included in the previous model, respondents who 
reported carrying a weapon had a significantly greater odds of violence 
perpetration. In this model, the variable 'spending time out in public spaces' 
did not emerge as a significant predictor, and was thus removed from the final 
models. 
After the effects of age, relationship status, truancy, having peers or a 
partner/ex-partner in trouble with the police, often spending time in single sex 
groups, violent victimisation and getting very drunk were heild constant, 
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carrying a weapon was found to increase the odds of violent offending by ten 
times. 
After the above factors had been accounted for, the effects of age, truancy 
and being in a long-term relationship had reduced in comparison to the 
previous violent offending model. However, the effects of having friends in 
trouble with the police, having a partner or ex-partner in trouble with the 
police, violent victimisation, and getting very drunk, all reported an increased 
odds of offending in comparison to the seventh violent offending model 
The final overall offending model (model 8, table 5.6) is again similar to the 
previous overall offending models. In addition to the effect of age, relationship 
status, truancy, having friends in trouble with the police, very often spending 
time in a single sex group, violent victimisation, and getting very drunk, this 
model also indicates that having a partner or ex-partner in trouble with the 
police did not significantly increase the odds of committing an overall offence. 
Like the violent offending model, carrying a weapon was also found to 
significantly increase the odds of offending (by a factor of around six times). 
In this model, respondents who reported truancy had a lower odds of 
offending than in the previous overall offending model (model 7), reporting a 
reduction in odds from 1.74 to 1.67. This was also the case with long-term 
relationships (reduction in odds from 1.95 to 1.88), having peers in trouble 
with the police (reduction from 2.35 to 2.28), spending time in a single-sex 
group (down from 2.19 to 1.82), getting very drunk (from 2.43 to 2.35), and 
age (reduction from 0.51 to 0.40). The effect of violent victimisation on the 
overall offending model was slightly stronger than before (recording an 
increase from 1.61 to 1.86). 
In contrast to the seventh overall offending model, the effect of getting very 
drunk still significantly affected the odds of non-violent offending, but to a 
slightly lesser extent than regarding violent offending. Like previous models, 
living in a long-term relationship and spending time in a group of single sex 
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friends produced a greater increase in the odds of overall offending than it did 
for violent offending. 
From the final set of models, the age effect is very much visible in both the 
violent and overall offending models, where being aged 14 to 17 years 
increased the odds of violence perpetration but reduced the odds of overall 
offending in comparison to 22 to 25 year olds (the reference category). 
Attachment factors and spending time in a single sex group still appear to 
have a stronger effect on overall offending than on violence, whereas carrying 
a weapon has a stronger effect on violent offending. Having a partner or ex- 
partner in trouble with the police still has a strong significant effect on violent 
offending but not on overall offending. 
In the first, least complex model, the independent variables included in the 
model accounted for approximately 7.3 percent of the variation in the 
dependent variable, against 40.9 percent in the final model. This registers a 
difference in the predictive power of the models of approximately 33.6 
percent. 
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Table 5.5. Multinornial models: odds ratios for violent offending - males 
only (reprinted from chapter 5 for ease of use) 
Model I Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 
Age band ++ ... ... +++ +++ ... +++ ++ 
14-17 2.965** 3.902** 3.362** 3.342** 3.238** 2.645* 3.15 1 2.954* 
18-21 1.943 2.292 2.193 2.340 2.394 2.260 2.123 2.195 
22-25 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Siblings in trouble with + 
police 
Yes 3.498** 2.660* 
No 1.0 1.0 
Parental supervision ++ ++ 
Low/medium 1.530 1,554 1.044 
High 1.0 1.0 1.0 
In a long term ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ + 
relationship 
Yes 1.640 1.751 1.317 1.336 1.258 1.225 1.196 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Truanted from school ... ... ++ ... ... ... i i+ 
Yes 6.293*** 5.563*** 5.052*** 5.310*** 5.101*** 4.600*** 4.360*** 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Lives in owned home + 
No 1.971 
Yes 1.0 
Peers in trouble with ... ++ +++ 
police 
Yes 7.204*** 7.406*** 7.212*** 6.590*** 6.633*** 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Time spent in single sex ... i i+ ... ++ 
group 
Very often 2.316* 1.990* 2.052* 1.844 1.348 
Less often 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Ex-/Partner in trouble ++ ++ ++ ++ + 
with police 
Yes 7.165** 6.908** 7.505*** 7.753*** 8.596** 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Victim of violence last ++ ++ + + 
year 
Yes 2.442** 2.421 2.13 1 2.176* 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Hung about in public last 
month 2 5 61 2.547* Yes . 
No 1.0 1.0 
Frequency of getting very 
... ++ 
drunk last year 2.139* 2.548** At least twice 1.0 1.0 Not or once only ++ 
Carried weapon last year 10.145*** Yes 1.0 
'R (Nagelkerke) 
No 
0.073 
*** 
0.199 
383*** 207 
0.203 0.317 
552*** 397.991*** 264 
0.330 
418.665*** 
0.336 
477.695*** 
0.358 
575.525*** 
0.409 
505.945*** 
-2 LL from final model 52.979 699 97 
. 998 328 
. 
388.896 602.114 643.426 707.760 822.912 771.149 , -2 LL from intercept only . 
model 
Total valid n 711 667 667 
661 696 696 695 638 
Re: empty cells - Some variables which were statistically significant 
in previous models were rejected from later models through 1 for other variables in the accountin ft ifi model, Significance of variabl es 
in the model + p<0.05, ++ p<0.0 , g er cance a non-sign 
++p<0.00 1. Significance of the difference from the reference category 
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 . The Nagelkerke 
coefficient is a pseudo R' measure. 
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Table 5.6. Multinornial models: odds ratios for non-violent offending - 
males only (reprinted from chapter 5 for ease of use) 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 
... ... .. ... +++ +++ 
14-17 0.458*** 0,501** 0.488** 0.468** 0.420*** 0.394*** 0.512* 0.399** 
18-21 1.116 1.140 1.114 1.135 1.115 1.098 1.043 0.967 
22-25 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Siblings in trouble with + 
police 
Yes 1.279 1.082 
No 1.0 1.0 
Parental supervision ++ ++ 
Low/medium 1.873** 1.866** 1.555* 
High 1.0 1.0 1.0 
In a long term ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ + 
relationship 
Yes 2.261*** 2.240*** 2.106** 2.132** 2.094** 1.950** 1.877* 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Truanted from school +++ i i+ .. i i+ +++ ... ++ 
Yes 2.108*** 2.170*** 1.944** 1.946** 1.921** 1.740** . 668* No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Lives in owned home + 
No 0.872 
Yes 1.0 
Peers in trouble with ++ ++ ... .. 
police 
Yes 2.401 2.579*** 2.551*** 2.349*** 2.283*** 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Time spent in single sex +++ ... ++ ++ 
group 
Very often 2.815*** 2.602*** 2.584*** 2.187** 1.820* 
Less often 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Ex-/Partner in trouble ++ ++ ++ ++ + 
with police 
Yes 2.251 2.053 2.065 2.133 2.038 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Victim of violence last ++ ++ + + 
year 
Yes 1.849** 1,840** 1.610* 1.857* 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Hung about in public last 
month 
Yes 1.448 1.395 
No 1.0 1.0 
Frequency of getting very ... ++ 
drunk last year 
At least twice 2.426*** 2.345*** 
Not or once only 1.0 1.0 
Carried weapon last year ++ 
Yes 5.527*** 
No 1.0 
R2 (Nagelkerke) 0.073 0.199 0.203 0.317 0.330 0.336 0.358 0.409 
-2 LLR from final model 52.979*** 
207.383*** 264.552*** 397.991 418.665*** 477.695*** 575.525*** 505.945*** 
-2 LLR ftom intercept only 97.699 
328.998 388.896 602.114 643.426 707.760 822.912 771.149 
model 
Total valid n 711 667 667 
661 696 696 695 638 
Re: empty cells - Some variables which were statistically significant 
in previous models were rejected from later models through 
non-significance after accounting for other variables in the model. Significance of variables 
in the model + p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, 
++p<0.00 1. Significance of the difference from the reference category * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. The Nagelkerke 
coefficient is a pseudo R' measure. 
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Modelling Offending - Females 
Model 1: Testing the effect of age and having siblings in trouble with the 
police on violent and overall offending 
The first violent offending model for females (labelled as model 1, in table 5.7 
- reprinted on page 342, ahead) shows that respondents in the youngest age 
band, and respondents who reported having siblings in trouble with the police 
experienced a significantly increased odds of committing violence during the 
twelve month reporting period. 
After accounting for the effect of siblings in trouble, 14-17 year olds had an 
odds of violence eleven times greater than respondents in the highest age 
band (22-25 years). Also, once the effects of age were held constant, 
respondents who had siblings in trouble with the police experienced an odds 
of violence perpetration approximately three times greater than those without 
siblings in trouble with the police. 
The first general offending model (labelled as model 1, in table 5.8 - reprinted 
on page 343, ahead) shows that respondents in the youngest age band also 
experienced a significantly greater odds of committing a non-violent overall 
offence during the twelve month reporting period. Respondents aged 14 to 17 
years had an offending odds twice as large as those in the highest age band 
(22 to 25 years). 
Unlike males, there did not appear to be a differential age effect on violent 
and overall non-violent offending: being aged 14 to 17 years increased the 
likelihood of both violent and overall offending. 
Interestingly, unlike the multinomial models for males, having siblings in 
trouble with the police significantly increased both the odds of violent and non- 
violent offending amongst females in this sample, whereas 
for males it only 
increased the odds of violent offending. 
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Model 2: Testing the effect of age, sibling (siblings in trouble with the 
police), supervision and attachment factors on violent and overall 
offending 
The second set of multinomial models additionally tested for the effects of 
parental supervision, being in a long-term relationship (a long-term 
attachment), truancy (attachment to school) and school exclusion (attachment 
to school) on offending. At this point 'siblings in trouble with the police' was 
removed from the models due to non-significance. 
The second violent offending model for females (labelled as model 2, in table 
5.7) shows that in addition to age, respondents who reported truanting, being 
in a long-term relationship, or reported low to medium levels of parental 
supervision experienced a significantly increased odds of committing violence 
during the year prior to interview. 
After controlling for age, siblings in trouble, parental supervision and 
relationship status, young people who said that they had truanted had an 
odds of violence perpetration two times greater than those who had not 
truanted. Likewise, having low to medium levels of parental supervision, and 
being in a long-term relationship both increased the odds of violence by three 
times. 
Once the effect of the other factors had been accounted for, the effects of age 
on violent offending had become slightly weaker than the previous model. The 
effect of having siblings in trouble with the police no longer became 
significant. 
The second general offending model (labelled as model 2, 
in table 5.8) shows 
that factors like parental supervision, school exclusion and truancy all 
significantly increased the odds of perpetrating a non-violent 
offence during 
the last year. 
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As well as the significant age effect, respondents who reported low to medium 
levels of parental supervision experienced an odds of offending almost twice 
as large as respondents reporting higher levels of supervision. School 
exclusion and truancy increased the odds of offending by approximately two 
and a half times respectively. 
From model 2 the age effect is still apparent in both the violent and overall 
offending models in very much the same way as they were in model 1. 
Further, attachment and supervision factors appear to have similar effects on 
both overall and violent offending. 
Model 3: Testing the additional effect of a lack of personal space 
(leaving the house to be alone) on violent and overall offending 
The third set of multinomial models tested for the additional effects of 
reporting leaving the house to be alone on offending 
The third violent offending model for females (labelled as model 3, in table 
5.7) shows that in addition to age, parental supervision, school exclusion and 
truancy, respondents who said that they left the home in order to be alone 
experienced a significantly increased odds of committing violence. In this third 
model, siblings in trouble with the police and relationship status did not appear 
as significant predictors in either model, and were thus removed from the 
models altogether. 
After having accounted for the effects of age, parental supervision, school 
exclusion, and truancy, females who said that they left the home in order to be 
alone had an odds of violence perpetration twice as large as those who did 
not report needing to leave the home to be alone. 
Once the effects of the other factors had been accounted for, the effects of 
age on violent offending had become stronger, but the effects of 
truancy and 
parental supervision had reduced slightly. 
The effects of these factors were 
still statistically significant. 
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The third general offending model (labelled as model 3, in table 5.8) is quite 
similar to the second general offending model (model 2). In addition to the age 
effect, the third model shows that parental supervision, truancy, school 
exclusion and leaving the home to be alone all significantly increased the 
odds of committing a non-violent offence (overall offending) during the twelve 
month reporting period. 
As well as the age effect, which was still significant and effective to the same 
degree, respondents who reported low to medium parental supervision were 
still around twice as likely to report committing an overall (non-violent) 
offence. Also, school exclusion and truancy increased the odds of offending 
by approximately two times, but both effects had reduced a little in 
comparison to model 2. Needing to leave the home to be alone increased the 
odds of offending by approximately one and a half times 
From model 3, the age effect is still visible in both the violent and overall 
offending models. Attachment and supervision factors still appear to have an 
effect on overall offending and on violence, but leaving home to be alone 
appears to produce a greater increase on the odds of violent offending than 
for non-violent offending. 
Model 4: Testing the additional effect of peer related factors and 
partners experiences with the police on violent and overall offending 
The fourth set of multinomial models tested for the effects of having friends or 
an ex/partner in trouble with the police and often spending time out with a 
mixed sex group on offending. 
The fourth violent offending model for females (model 4, table 5.7) shows that 
in addition to age and leaving the home to be alone, respondents who 
had 
friends in trouble with the police and respondents who had a partner or ex- 
partner in trouble with the police reported significantly 
increased odds of 
committing violence over the twelve month reporting period. 
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After accounting for the effects of age, parental supervision, leaving the home 
to be alone and truancy, female respondents who had friends or a partner/ex- 
partner in trouble with the police were more likely to have been involved in 
violence than respondents who did not have this connection (by an odds of 
approximately 3 and 7 respectively). 
Once the effects of the other factors had been accounted for, the effects of 
age reduced very slightly and the odds associated with truancy became non- 
significant. 
The fourth general (non-violent) offending model (model 4, table 5.8) is quite 
similar to the second and third general offending model (models 2 and 3). In 
addition to the effects of age and truancy, the fourth model shows that having 
friends, or a partner or ex-partner in trouble with the police and very often 
spending time in a mixed sex group significantly increased the odds of 
committing a non-violent offence (overall offending) during the last year, 
whereas parental supervision and leaving home to be alone did not. 
In addition to the significant age effect, truancy increased the odds of 
offending by approximately two and a half times, but both effects continued to 
reduce in relation to the previous model. 
Like the violence models, having friends in trouble with the police also 
increased the odds of overall offending. Spending time in a group of mixed 
sex friends produced a significant increase in the odds of offending 
for overall 
offenders unlike violent offenders. 
From model 4, the age effect is still visible in both the violent and overall 
offending models, and in very much the same way as 
they were in previous 
models. Attachment and supervision 
factors still appear to have a stronger 
effect on overall offending than on violence. 
Having a partner or ex-partner in 
trouble with the police has a significant effect on 
both the violent and overall 
offending models. 
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Model 5: Testing the effect of violent victimisation on violent and overall 
offending 
The fifth set of multinomial models tested for the effect of violent victimisation 
on offending, both violent and overall ('overall offending). 
The fifth violent offending model for females (model 5, table 5.7) shows that in 
addition to the variables discussed in the fourth model, young people who 
reported violent victimisation during the twelve month period did not 
experience an increased odds of violence perpetration during the same time 
frame. In this model, parental supervision, siblings in trouble with the police, 
relationship status and school exclusion did not emerge as significant 
predictors, and were removed from subsequent models on this basis (this was 
the case for the overall offending models also). 
In relation to previous models, the effects of age, leaving home to be alone, 
and having a partner or ex-partner in trouble with the police had reduced in 
comparison to the fourth violent offending model. The effect of truancy and 
having friends in trouble with the police, on the other hand, had produced an 
increased odds of offending in comparison to the fourth violence model. 
The fifth overall offending model (model 5, table 5.8) is quite similar to the 
fourth overall offending model. In addition to the effects of age, truancy, 
having friends in trouble with the police, and very often spending time in a 
mixed sex group, the fifth model shows that violent victimisation also 
significantly increased the odds of committing a non-violent offence (overall 
offending) during the last year by a factor of almost two. 
In addition to the significant age effect, which was slightly less noticeable 
than 
before, respondents who reported truanting had a slightly 
higher odds of 
offending in comparison with model four. 
The odds of offending if respondents 
reported having friends in trouble with 
the police had increased slightly from 
the fourth model (from 3.04 to 3.24). 
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Unlike the violence models, the effect of violent victimisation significantly 
increased the odds of overall offending. This was also the case with the factor 
c spending time in a mixed sex ýgroup'. 
From the fifth model, the age effect is still visible in both the violent and overall 
offending models, and in a similar way to earlier models. Attachment factors 
(in the form of truancy), violent victimisation and spending time in a mixed sex 
group still appear to have a stronger effect on overall offending than on 
violence, but leaving home in order to be alone still has a strong significant 
effect on violent but not on non-violent offending overall. 
Model 6: Testing the effect of use of leisure time on violent and overall 
offending 
The sixth set of multinomial models tested for the effect of use of leisure time 
on offending. Respondents were recorded as making constructive use of their 
leisure time if they reported engaging in any of the listed activities (see 
bivariate associations section of analysis chapter) on the Saturday preceding 
the interview. 
The sixth violent offending model for females (model 6, table 5.7) shows that 
in addition to the variables in the fifth model, female respondents who had not 
reported making constructive use of their leisure time had a significantly 
increased odds of violence perpetration. 
Once the effects of age, truancy, leaving the home to be alone, having peers 
or a partner/ex-partner in trouble with the police, often spending time in single 
sex groups and violent victimisation were held constant, not making 
constructive use of one's leisure time increased the odds of violent offending 
by approximately three and a half times. 
After the above factors had been accounted for, the effects of 
truancy and 
leaving home to be alone had reduced in comparison to 
the fifth violent 
322 
offending model. The effects of age, and having friends, a partner or ex- 
partner in trouble with the police, on the other hand, had produced an 
increased odds of offending in comparison to the fifth violence model. 
The sixth overall offending model (model 6, table 5.8) is quite similar to the 
fourth and fifth overall offending models. Further to the effects of age, truancy, 
having friends, a partner or ex-partner in trouble with the police, very often 
spending time in a mixed sex group and violent victimisation, this model 
shows that leisure time use did not significantly increase the odds of 
committing a non-violent offence (overall offending) during the last year. 
Consistent with the previous overall offending models, having to leave the 
home in order to be alone did not significantly change the odds of overall 
offending. 
In addition to the continually present age effect, respondents who reported 
truanting had a marginally lower odds of offending than in model five 
(reduction from an odds of 2.94 to 2.92). This was also the case with 
spending time in a mixed sex group (reduction in odds from 2.74 to 2.73). 
In contrast to the violence models, the effect of not making constructive use of 
one's leisure time did not significantly increase the odds of overall offending. 
Like the fourth and fifth sets of models, truancy and spending time in a group 
of mixed sex of friends still produced a greater increase in the odds of 
offending for overall offenders than for violent offenders. 
From the sixth model, the age effect is still visible in both the violent and 
overall offending models, analogous to earlier models. Attachment factors (in 
the form of truancy - attachment to school) and spending time in a mixed sex 
group still appeared to have a stronger effect on overall offending than on 
violence, but having a partner or ex-partner in trouble with the police still 
appeared to have produced a greater change in odds on violent 
but not on 
non-violent offending overall. 
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Final model: Testing the effect of getting very drunk on violent and overall offending 
The seventh set of multinomial models tested for the effect of getting very 
drunk on at least two occasions during the twelve month reporting period on 
Offending. 
The final violent offending model for females (model 7, table 5.7) shows that 
in addition to the variables included in the previous model, respondents who 
reported getting very drunk at least twice in the previous twelve months had a 
significantly increased odds of violence perpetration. 
Once the effects of age, truancy, having friends or a partner/ex-partner in 
trouble with the police, often spending time in mixed sex groups and 
constructive use of leisure time were held constant, getting very drunk 
increased the odds of violent offending by three times 
After the aforementioned factors had been accounted for, the effect of having 
friends in trouble with the police had reduced in comparison to the sixth 
violent offending model. The effects of age, truancy, having a partner or ex- 
partner in trouble with the police, in contrast, had produced an increased odds 
of offending in comparison to the sixth violence model. 
The final overall offending model (model 7, table 5.8) is quite similar to the 
previous overall offending models. Supplemental to the effects of age, 
truancy, having friends, a partner or ex-partner in trouble with the police and 
very often spending time in a mixed sex group, this model also shows that 
making constructive use of leisure time did not significantly change the odds 
of committing an overall offence. 
In this model, age continued to have a significant contribution to the model, 
but the associated odds had reduced in comparison to model six, from 2.78 to 
2.51. Similarly, respondents who reported truancy had a lower odds of 
offending than in the previous overall offending model (model 6), reporting a 
reduction in odds from 2.92 to 2.90. This was also the case with, 
having 
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friends in trouble with the police (reduction from 3.28 to 3.07) and spending 
time in a mixed sex group (down from 2.73 to 2.49). The odds associated with 
the variable 'having a partner or ex-partner in trouble with the police' was 
however slightly higher than before (showing a increase from 2.42 to 2.72) 
Like the violence models, the effect of getting very drunk also increased the 
odds of overall offending. Like previous models, spending time in a group of 
mixed sex friends produced a greater change in the odds of offending for 
overall offenders than for violent offenders. 
From the final model, the age effect is evident in both the violent and overall 
offending models, running in very much the same way as before. Spending 
time in a mixed sex group appears to have a stronger effect on overall 
offending than on violence, as does truancy. Having a partner or ex-partner in 
trouble with the police still appears to produce a greater increase in odds on 
violent offending but not on overall offending. 
In the first, least complex model, the independent variables included in the 
model accounted for approximately 6.8 percent of the variation in the 
dependent variable, against 32.5 percent on the final model. This registers a 
difference in the predictive power of the models of approximately 25.7 
percent. 
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Table 5.7. Multinomial models: odds ratios for violent offending - females only (reprinted from chapter 5 for ease of use) 
Model I Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 
iii. .. .. .. 14-17 10.882*** 10.313*** 13.096*** 12.616*** 11.464*** 13.500*** 15 533*** 18-21 4.204* 3.464 3.395 2.954 3.499 3.702 - 400 3 22-25 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1 0 . 1 0 Siblings in trouble with ++ . . 
police 
Yes 2.846* 
No 1.0 
Parental supervision ++ ++ 
Low/medium 2.834* 2.638* 1.823 
High 1.0 1.0 1.0 In a long term relationship + 
Yes 2.726** 
No 1.0 
Truanted from school ... +++ +++ ... ... ... Yes 2.244* 2.208* 1.980 2.316* 2.270* 2.353* No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 Excluded from school ++ + 
Yes 2.463 2.357 
No 1.0 1.0 
Leaves home to be alone ++ + + + 
Yes 3.779** 3.031** 2.870* 2.770* 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Peers in trouble with police ++ +++ !ii .. Yes 2.992** 3.619** 3,818** 3.626** 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Time spent in mixed sex ++ ++ ++ ++ 
group 
Very often 2.138 2.153 2.062 1.805 
Less often 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Ex-/Partner in trouble with i i+ i !+ 
police 
Yes 6.789*** 6.273*** 6.415 8.272*** 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Victim of violence last year 
Yes 1.950 1.939 
No 1.0 1.0 
Constructive use of leisure + + 
time 
No 3.490* 3.575 
Yes 1.0 1.0 
Frequency of getting very ... 
drunk last year 
At least twice 3.000** 
Not or once only 1.0 
(Nagelkerke) 0.068 0.189 0.198 0.306 0.304 0.314 0.325 
-2 LL from final model 50.811 
204.892*** 205-343*** 439.385*** 410.841*** 487.803*** 435.121*** 
-2 LL from intercept only 
96.173 327.885 330.931 641.936 619,280 703-884 667.560 
model 
Total valid n 867 814 785 779 
803 803 836 
Re: empty cells - Some variables which were statistically significant 
in previous models were rejected from later models through 
non-significance after accounting for other variables in the model. 
Significance of variables in the model + p<0.05, ++ p<0.0 1, 
++p<0.00 1. Significance of the difference from the reference category * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. 
The Nagelkerke 
coefficient is a pseudo R2 measure. 
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Table 5.8. Multinomial models: odds ratios for non-violent offending - 
females only (reprinted from chapter 5 for ease of use) 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 
Age band ... ++ ++ +++ ++ H+ ... 
14-17 1.954** 2.502*** 2.723*** 2.122** 2.108** 2.778** 2.513** 
18-21 2.057** 2.123** 2.360*** 2.038** 2.091 2.141 1.828* 
22-25 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Siblings in trouble with ++ 
police 
Yes 2.063** 
No 1.0 
Parental supervision ++ ++ 
Low/medium 1.776** 1.745** 1.520* 
High 1.0 1.0 1.0 
In a long term relationship + 
Yes 1.369 
No 1.0 
Truanted from school ... ++ +++ ++ +++ ++ 
Yes 2.770*** 2.695*** 2.655*** 2.941 2.922*** 2.904*** 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Excluded from school ++ + 
Yes 2.303** 2.046* 
No 1.0 1.0 
Leaves home to be alone ++ + + + 
Yes 1.486* 1.267 1.366 1.325 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Peers in trouble with police ++ ++ I.. ýI. ++ 
Yes 3.038*** 3.237*** 3.283*** 3.067*** 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Time spent in mixed sex +++ +++ ++ ++ 
group 
Very often 2.872*** 2.737*** 2.725*** 2.488*** 
Less often 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Ex-/Partner in trouble with ++ ++ i i+ +++ 
police 
Yes 2.391*** 2.380*** 2.420*** 2.718*** 
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Victim of violence last year 
Yes 1.727* 1.704* 
No 1.0 1.0 
Constructive use of leisure + 
+ 
time 1 603 1.639 No . 
Yes 1.0 1.0 
Frequency of getting very 
... 
UrUIIK lan't yCial 
At least twice 
2.512*** 
Not or once only 
1.0 
R2 (Nagelkerke) 0.068 0.189 0.198 
0.306 0.304 0.314 
2 LL from final model 50.811 204.892*** 
205,343*** 439.385*** 410.841*** 487.803*** 
0.325 
43 5.121 
- 
-2 LL from intercept only 
96.173 327.885 330.931 641.936 619.280 703.884 
667.560 
model 
Total valid n 867 
814 785 779 803 803 836 
statistically signifi ous ed 
from later models through 
ty cells - Some variables which were 
icant in previ models were reject Re: em 01 <0 ++ p , . p 
nificance after accounting for other variables 
in the model. Significance of variables in the model + p<0.05, 
non-si k lk N h *** g er age e e p<0.001. T 
++p<0.001. Significance of the difference 
from the reference category * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, 
coefficient is a pseudo R2 measure. 
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